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Abstract 
This qualitative study investigates English as Foreign Language (EFL) teachers’ 
perceptions and practices of blended learning in a Vietnamese university and 
influencing factors. Data were collected from (i) interviews with 15 teachers, three 
institutional executives, and one executive of online service provider, (ii) observing 
the teachers’ practice in face-to-face classes, and (iii) monitoring their activities on 
the LMS. Findings revealed that teachers have limited understandings and use of 
blended learning due to three primary influential factors: (i) the traditional teacher-
centred pedagogy, (ii) institutional management and leadership styles, and (iii) 
fragmented knowledge of technological, pedagogical, and content knowledge 
(TPACK) for blended learning. To improve the take up and potential benefits of 
blended learning in EFL education in Vietnamese universities, this study proposes (i) 
a systematic understanding of blended learning concepts, (ii) a localised TPACK 
framework, and (iii) a model of teacher professional development program. 
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 Chapter 1: Introduction 1 
Chapter 1: Introduction 
The increased integration of Information and Communication Technologies (ICTs) in 
teaching and learning has led to a deeper interest in technology enhanced interactions 
between students and their teacher, peers, and learning materials. As a result, blended 
learning, defined as an integration of traditional face-to-face and online learning 
(Garrison & Kanuka, 2004; Garrison & Vaughan, 2008; Graham, 2006; Picciano, 
Dziuban & Graham, 2013), has become a popular delivery method in higher 
education not only in Western countries but also in Asian regions (Kim & Bonk, 
2006; Latchem & Jung, 2009; Teng & Bonk, 2009; Tham & Tham, 2011). The 
reason for this growth lies in the belief that with blended learning, higher education 
institutions can facilitate improvements in teaching methodology, which provide 
students with access to high quality learning experiences and meet institutional 
imperatives for efficiency and social accountability (Garrison & Vaughan, 2008; 
Picciano et al., 2013). In particular, a blended learning environment can enable 
teachers to create a “superior environment” for students to develop their knowledge 
and skills through “multiple reinforcing learning opportunities” (Dziuban, Hartman 
& Mehaffy, 2013, p. 326). The key issues here are whether those teachers delivering 
blended learning courses in the Vietnamese Higher Education context understand 
such potential of blended learning and use the potential to promote students’ 
learning, and what can be done to enhance the teachers’ understanding of the 
potential of blended learning and improve the effectiveness of their implementation 
practices. These issues will be addressed in this study. 
This chapter begins with the statement of the research problem (Section 1.1). 
Section 1.2 provides the background of the study that consists of the following five 
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sub-sections: Higher education reform in Vietnam (Section 1.2.1); Underlying 
educational philosophy for higher education reform in Vietnam (Section 1.2.2); 
Application of information and communication technology (ICT) in higher education 
in Vietnam (Section 1.2.3); Higher education reform and English as a foreign 
language (EFL) education (Section 1.2.4); and The implementation of blended 
learning in EFL education at a Vietnamese University, to be referred to as VIUni 
hereafter (Section 1.2.5). The following sections, 1.3, 1.4 and 1.5, present the 
objectives of the study and research questions, the research design, and the 
significance of the study. The last section in this chapter (Section 1.6) outlines the 
thesis structure. 
1.1 STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM 
In the teaching and learning of English as a Foreign Language (EFL), blended 
learning has been regarded as an effective method to compensate for students’ lack 
of exposure to English language both inside and outside English classes. 
Pedagogically, the employment of a blended learning mode can enable teachers to 
respond to a wide variety of students’ learning needs, to scaffold learning processes, 
and to facilitate active, reflective and collaborative learning (Rubio & Thoms, 2014). 
In particular, the integration of online and face-to-face class environments enables 
teachers to provide students with rich language input and self-paced learning 
opportunities online and to focus on facilitating students’ interactive and 
collaborative learning in face-to-face classes (Joosten et al., 2013; Marsh, 2012; 
Scida & Saury, 2006). The employment of online assessment and communication 
tools, such as discussion boards, blogs, wikis, and journals, can also enhance 
teachers’ understanding of individual students’ learning to scaffold it and allow 
teachers to promote students’ interactive and collaborative learning outside face-to-
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face classes (Pop & Slev, 2012). With its potential to offer an ideal environment for 
language education (Reinders, 2012; Scida & Saury, 2006), blended learning has 
been increasingly employed in English language education (Blake, 2011; Grgurovic, 
2010; Larsen, 2012; Marsh, 2012; Motteram, 2009; Reinders, 2012; Rubio & Thoms, 
2014). 
In Vietnam, little is known about blended learning and its potential for EFL 
education. To my knowledge, VIUni is one of the first universities in Vietnam to 
implement blended learning in EFL education. As a form of applying ICTs in 
English language teaching (ELT) and as demonstrated in Chapter 2 (Section 2.2.4 
Benefits of blended learning), the implementation of blended learning is expected to 
enable teachers to improve their teaching methodology to facilitate students’ 
development of English ability for social and professional communication, as well as 
their lifelong learning skills (MOET, 2005, 2012a; Vietnamese Government, 2008). 
In order to achieve these objectives, EFL teachers who deliver EFL blended courses 
are required to understand blended learning, particularly its benefits and challenges 
in EFL education (Golonka, Bowles, Frank, Richardson & Freynik, 2014; Motteram 
& Sharma, 2009; Rubio & Thoms, 2014). In this sense, VIUni is also required to 
provide teachers with support such as professional and technical development, 
financial incentives, and updated information about the implementation objectives 
and evaluation of the outcomes to enable teachers to employ blended learning 
techniques and pedagogies effectively (Moskal, Dziuban & Hartman, 2013). 
Although blended learning has been employed in EFL education at VIUni 
since 2009, it is unknown how EFL teachers at this university perceive blended 
learning, whether they can recognise benefits and challenges of blended learning 
implementation, and what factors influence their perceptions and practices of 
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teaching EFL in blended learning environments. This study aims to address these 
matters. It is anticipated that a deep understanding of teachers’ perceptions and 
experiences of teaching EFL in blended learning environments will provide the 
opportunity to identify barriers to the effective implementation of blended learning in 
EFL education at the University. Based on such identification, recommendations can 
be made, aimed at improving the quality of EFL education at the university. 
1.2 BACKGROUND TO THE STUDY 
The background of this study is outlined in the following five subsections: (1) Higher 
education reform in Vietnam; (2) the underlying philosophy of the reform; (3) the 
development of ICT in Vietnamese higher education as one aspect of the reform; (4) 
the promotion of English language education as another aspect of the reform, and (5) 
the implementation of blended learning in EFL education at the University where 
this study takes place. 
1.2.1 Higher education reform in Vietnam 
Over the last two decades, higher education in Vietnam has faced an increasing 
demand for providing more educational programs to meet increasing student 
enrolment numbers at a higher quality. Three main reasons are cited for this demand. 
The first reason is socioeconomic development following changes in policies on 
foreign affairs. After the Vietnamese government introduced the open-door policy (in 
1986) and became a member of the ASEAN Free Trade Area (in 1996), the United 
States Bilateral Trade Agreement (in 2001), and the World Trade Organization (in 
2007), the economy has grown at a high rate (World Bank, 2008), creating a pressing 
need for a large educated workforce. The second reason is the need for more learning 
opportunities for young people in Vietnam. In this new era of the knowledge 
economy and given traditional respect for education and love for learning in Vietnam 
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(Hang, 2010; Tuong, 2002), higher education becomes the aspiration of most 
Vietnamese high school leavers (NESO, 2010), for example, 1.3 million high school 
students took part in the university entrance exams in 2014 to compete for 300,000 
places in higher education (Huong, 2014). However, the current capacity of higher 
education is limited: institutions can only offer places for about 15 per cent of those 
in the relevant age group (Hayden & Thiep, 2007). The third reason is the poor 
quality of current higher education programs (Harman, Hayden & Nghi, 2010; Hong, 
2011). Many university graduates cannot find a job relevant to their discipline area 
and more than half of graduates need to be retrained after being recruited (Ministry 
of Labour, General Statistics Office of Vietnam & International Labour 
Organization, 2014; NESO, 2010). This has created considerable concerns over 
education quality. Thus, higher education institutions have been required to offer 
educational programs which are not only large in quantity but also high in quality to 
satisfy rising student demand and the economic need for a professional labour force 
(MOET, 2014a). 
In response to this increasing demand, the government has initiated major 
reforms in higher education. In 2005, the government set up the Higher Education 
Reform Agenda (HERA) to “renovate higher education fundamentally and 
comprehensively” (Vietnamese Government, 2005, p. 1). The overwhelming goal of 
the HERA is to increase both the size and the quality of higher education, making the 
whole system “more market responsive and more entrepreneurial” (Harman et al., 
2010, p. 4). In achieving this objective, the HERA particularly stresses the need to 
improve teaching pedagogy to develop students’ learning skills, facilitate their 
learning agency and nurture their ability to collaborate with other members in the 
community, and technological employment is considered as an important means to 
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enhance improvements in teaching pedagogy (Vietnamese Government, 2005). The 
HERA also place particular importance on EFL education with the overall objective 
of developing students’ ability to use English for communication, study and work in 
the globalised and multicultural environment (Vietnamese Government, 2005, 2008, 
2012). 
1.2.2 Underlying educational philosophy for higher education reform in 
Vietnam 
Vietnamese higher education philosophy has been strongly influenced by Confucian 
traditions, the Soviet higher education model, and other social factors such as 
socioeconomic structures and political structures. Confucianism was adopted as a 
result of over a thousand years of Chinese domination of Vietnam. The Confucian 
ideal of learning and teaching emphasised memorisation of textbook-based 
knowledge, encouraged little self-reflection (Hofstede, Hofstede & Minkov, 2010) 
and aimed at providing training for candidates to high office (Duiker, 1995). Due to 
its separation from everyday life (Hofstede et al., 2010) together with the fact that 
only a small proportion of the top candidates would succeed (Vien, 1974), learning 
was not for ordinary people but for a few elites who were in favourable conditions to 
learn and be able to learn. Moreover, learning was regarded as a single process of 
absorbing knowledge, which would last for the individual’s lifetime.  
The Confucian educational model seemed to be advocated in Vietnam’s 
adoption of the Soviet higher education model which was tightly controlled by the 
central government and served the purpose of planning production (Huong & Fry, 
2004). Given the socio-political context during and post-world war II, with limited 
resources for education, particularly higher education (Wright, 2002), Vietnamese 
higher education focused on providing a small number of talented students with a 
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narrow specialised discipline expected to last all their working life (Hac, 2012; 
Huong & Fry, 2004). Consequently, within this philosophy, higher education was 
reserved for a few gifted students and learning was seen as a passive knowledge 
transmission process in which teachers talk and students listen (Harman & Bich, 
2010). 
However, this philosophy is no longer appropriate for Vietnamese higher 
education in the present era of rapid advances in information technology and a 
knowledge-based economy (Harman & Bich, 2010; MOET, 2014b). There is an 
increasing demand for higher education to supply a large qualified workforce to 
serve the country’s economic development. In this information age, students are 
required to have not only specialised knowledge but also the adaptability and ability 
to collaborate with others and acquire new skills throughout their working lives 
(Vietnamese Government, 2005; World Bank, 2003). Thus, one of the objectives of 
HE reform is to expand university study significantly in size, making the gross 
enrolment rate by 2020 about 45 percent of the total school leavers, three times 
higher than the enrolment rate in 2005. Another objective is to improve teaching 
curricula and pedagogy, focusing more on developing students’ creativity, 
professional skills, ability to work in groups, and learning skills, so that students can 
take control of their own learning and continue learning after graduating (Vietnamese 
Government, 2005). 
In order to achieve these objectives, teachers in Vietnamese higher education 
institutions are being asked to move from passive to interactive teaching modes and 
to apply inquiry-based learning that promotes active and deeper learning (Harman & 
Bich, 2010). The role of the teacher changes from a knowledge transmitter into a 
facilitator who supports and guides students’ independent learning through applying 
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a wide range of activities, and one who facilitates collaborative learning among 
students (MOET, 2009). This indicates an alignment between the proposed 
pedagogical innovations in Vietnamese higher education and constructivist 
approaches which emphasise students’ interactions with teachers and peers and their 
individual construction and exploration of new knowledge (Harman & Bich, 2010; 
Milbrandt, Felts, Richards & Abghari, 2004). The employment of ICT in education is 
regarded as a useful way to support changes in educational philosophy (MOET, 
2010a, 2010b). For example, students can independently access content knowledge 
on the Internet or Learning Management System (LMS). Hence, teachers are no 
longer sole keepers of knowledge. As a result, teachers have to improve their 
teaching methodologies to become appropriate and supportive for students’ active, 
reflective and collaborative learning. Environmentally, Computer-Mediated 
Communication (CMC) tools, such as instant messaging, email, chat rooms, offers 
teachers the ability to remove time constraints from the traditional face-to-face class 
and to facilitate independent and collaborative learning through providing timely 
feedback to students’ activities and increasing student-to-student interactions. In 
other words, utilising ICT requires teachers to develop their pedagogies towards 
increased student learning engagement, or to help students have an interest in and a 
responsibility for ensuring their own learning (Vaughan et al., 2013), which is 
expected to lead to the development of students’ learning ability and life-long 
learning skills (Leach, 2005). Hence, the proliferation of ICT use in education is 
considered as an important component of higher education reform in Vietnam. 
1.2.3 Application of ICT in higher education in Vietnam 
Since the application of ICT is regarded as an agent for changing teaching 
methodologies and educational management (Hoang & Thao, 2012; MOET, 2010b; 
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Richards, 2004), the Ministry of Education and Training has released a series of 
documents to provide higher education institutions with guidance on utilising ICT in 
teaching and learning. For example, in 2001, a Masterplan for ICT in education 
period 2001-2005 was launched with the aim of realising directions for IT 
development and application in education (MOET, 2001). The master plan was 
initiated by prioritising IT infrastructure for education and training and included the 
details that all educational institutions are to be connected with the Internet, and 
universities are to build their own network. In doing so, the MOET set up EduNet as 
the national educational portal, and provided IT training for all teachers (MOET, 
2001). In 2008, in addition, Directive No.55 on enhancing the application of ICT in 
education was initiated (MOET, 2008). Teachers were encouraged to employ ICT in 
their daily teaching practices, for example, through designing electronic lectures and 
lessons plans (MOET, 2008). A database and e-learning resources including e-
library, software, were to be developed on EduNet (MOET, 2008).  
Significantly, the school year 2008-2009 was named Year of ICT application in 
order to implement a national campaign to increase awareness of the role and 
position of ICT in education among teachers (MOET, 2008). Since then, each year 
MOET issues a guideline to set up specific ICT tasks in the school year for the whole 
education system, from early childhood to tertiary levels. For example, the school 
year 2010 guideline stressed that each tertiary institution had to set up a department 
which specialises in applying ICT in teaching and learning. In addition, the capacity 
of applying ICT in education became a criterion for quality accreditation of HE 
institutions (MOET, 2010). In particular, large amounts of capital have been invested 
in building up IT infrastructure: high speed Internet broadband and Wi-Fi 
connections, local area networks, and computer labs have been set up in almost all 
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higher education institutions. Classrooms have been equipped with fixed screens, 
projectors and wireless Internet access. In 2010, Vietnam was ranked 4th in South 
East Asian countries in the ICT integration index, although ICT is still considered as 
a tool rather than a pedagogical agent (SEAMEO, 2010). 
In teacher education and professional development in Vietnam, all pre-service 
teachers are required to have basic computer skills for teaching, and in-service 
teachers are encouraged in active self-study and sharing of knowledge and 
experience through subject-based teaching communities or teaching festivals 
(MOET, 2011). Recently, an increasing number of online communities (e.g., 
www.violet.vn, www.teachingenglish.edu.vn, www.vietCALL.org.vn) have been 
created by enthusiastic young teachers who are interested in using ICT in teaching. 
These online communities are used to share lesson designs, teaching experiences and 
resources. 
Like teachers, students are provided with basic computing courses at secondary 
schools and in the first semesters at universities. After completing those courses, 
students are expected to have the knowledge and basic skills of word processing, 
spreadsheet processing, presentation tools and Internet searching. Furthermore, 
students are given the opportunity to use ICT in their study depending on their 
chosen major (Vinh, Hoa & Binh, 2010). 
Prompted by educational reform, new pedagogical strategies, especially with 
the support of ICT, are emerging. For example, teachers have started using the 
Internet and computer programs to download updated and relevant materials and to 
design learning activities and also to use email to contact students outside class hours 
(Thu, 2011). It is reported that students have more opportunities to participate in 
discussions, hands-on activities, information searches and communication (Hao, 
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2011; Vu, 2011). However, there seems to be “a long way ahead” before the 
expected ICT-based improvements in teaching pedagogy towards supporting 
students’ independent and collaborative learning are achieved (Hoang & Thao, 2012, 
p. 164). Researchers have pointed out that the major barriers to ICT integration in the 
Vietnamese educational contexts include (i) teachers’ limited understandings about 
expected pedagogical changes, (ii) lack of technological and professional support, 
(iii) limited access to ICT equipment, and (iv) the influences of conventional 
teaching and learning practices (Hieu, 2013; Hoang & Thao, 2012; Huong, 2009; 
Nhon, 2011; Thu, Nicholas & Lewis, 2012).  
1.2.4 Higher education reform and EFL education 
Given that English has become “one of the most important means for acquiring 
access to the world’s intellectual and technical resources” and the international 
language (Canh, 2003, p. 37), the teaching and learning of English as a Foreign 
Language (EFL) has been given special attention in higher education. One of the 
objectives in the HERA is to “promote the teaching and learning of EFL and make 
English the instructional language in universities” (Vietnamese Government, 2005, 
p. 2). In 2008, the government approved the “Foreign languages teaching and 
learning for Vietnamese citizens 2008-2020” project (Vietnamese Government, 
2008). The project prioritises English as the most important foreign language and 
emphasises that there will be a big improvement in teaching and learning English at 
tertiary level by 2015, and almost all graduates should be able to confidently 
communicate in English by 2020 (Vietnamese Government, 2008). Thus, EFL 
education has been given favourable opportunities, such as an increase of training 
hours for English in the whole curriculum, more teachers of English being trained in 
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English speaking countries, and more capital in building infrastructure for English 
training. 
However, there are discrepancies between the goal and the methods of EFL 
teaching and learning in higher education. While the explicitly expressed goal in 
English education is to develop students’ communicative ability in English, existing 
teaching and learning methods do not seem to enhance students’ development of 
communicative ability. Researchers comment that teaching and learning are mainly 
textbook-based with a focus on grammar, vocabulary, and reading, and the prevailing 
teaching and learning style is rote learning based rather than developing 
communicative ability (Canh, 2011; Hoa, 2009; Kramsch & Sullivan, 1996; 
Tomlinson & Dat, 2004; Utsumi & Hau, 2010). Thus, EFL education in higher 
education has been criticised as ineffective, since after at least 11 years’ study 
English at secondary and tertiary levels, a high proportion of undergraduates can 
barely communicate in English (Anh, 2008; Huong, 2010). 
The Communicative Language Teaching (CLT) approach, which has been 
widely advocated in EFL education in Vietnam, highlights that the ultimate goal of 
EFL teaching is to develop students’ ability to convey and interpret meaning in 
English (Brandl, 2008; Brown, 2007; Canale & Swain, 1980; Littlewood, 2011; 
Richards & Rodgers, 2001). The goals include that EFL teachers are encouraged to 
create opportunities for students to “use the language in [...] communicative 
situations” and conduct “meaning negotiation” themselves (Viet, 2008, p. 169) and 
are required to motivate and scaffold students to use English creatively for their own 
communication purposes, drawing on their emerging language skills and resources 
(Nunan, 2004). 
 Chapter 1: Introduction 13 
Considerable challenges have been identified in the adoption of the CLT 
methodology in English education in Vietnam. Among the challenges are the lack of 
opportunities for genuine communication in English outside classes, large class sizes, 
and the influences of the educational tradition characterised by knowledge-
transmission and teacher-centredness (Bock, 2000; Canh, 2001; Hung, 2006; Huong 
& Hiep, 2010). First, Vietnamese students do not have an immediate need to use 
English inside and outside the classroom. Significantly, they do not have 
opportunities or adequate access to the target language outside the classroom (both in 
written and spoken form), so they practise what they have learnt only within 
classroom (Canh, 2001; Huong & Hiep, 2010). Although there is an increase in the 
time allocated to EFL teaching and learning, students still lack opportunities to 
communicate in English in both “rehearsed” and “unrehearsed” contexts (Nunan, 
2004). 
Second, when teaching a large class (ranging from 40 to 130 students of 
mixed-level), it is not possible for teachers to cater for the learning needs of 
individual students (Bock, 2000; Canh, 2011). Teachers are also faced with 
difficulties in designing learning activities appropriate to students’ diverse learning 
needs and preferences, to encourage participation. Moreover, large classes with a 
wide difference in students’ English proficiency also cause teachers to pay more 
attention to classroom management: reticent students often reluctantly participate in 
working in pairs and groups, and more confident and less shy students sitting in the 
front rows of a classroom tend to prefer working with those who have the same level 
of English proficiency (Hung, 2006). Third, under the influence of an educational 
culture characterised by knowledge-transmission and teacher-centeredness (An, 
2002; Bock, 2000; Canh, 2001; Danh & Williamson, 2009; Hoa, 2009; Huyen, 1995; 
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Lewis & McCook, 2002; Nunan, 2003; Sullivan, 2000), students seem to be 
unfamiliar with and even resistant to participating in communicative activities in 
EFL classes (Bock, 2000; Ellis, 1996). Thus, such contextual factors seem to impede 
teachers from improving their teaching towards the CLT approach so they turn back 
to traditional methods which focus on transmitting exam-oriented knowledge of the 
English language (Canh, 2011). 
Given such challenges, it is argued in this study that the pedagogical benefits of 
blended learning need to be explored comprehensively since they might enhance 
improvements in teaching pedagogy to facilitate students’ EFL learning for 
communicative purposes and develop active and collaborative learning of EFL 
(Grgurovic, 2011; Grgurović, 2010; Larsen, 2012). As demonstrated by a number of 
studies (Launer, 2010; Marsh, 2012; Reinders, 2012; Rubio & Thoms, 2014; Scida & 
Saury, 2006), by utilising asynchronous and synchronous communication tools such 
as email, discussion boards and chat rooms, the teacher can create more opportunities 
for students to communicate in English and participate in collaborative learning with 
peers. For example, students can be encouraged to use English in expressing and 
exchanging ideas with peers online, reflecting on their own learning and solving a 
problem in collaboration with others. The availability of authentic English materials 
and learning sources online can be used to facilitate self-paced learning and avoid 
rote learning. However, as revealed by numerous studies on blended learning 
(Alebaikan, 2010; Betts, 2014; COHERE, 2011; Oh & Park, 2009; Orton-Johnson, 
2009; Stracke, 2007; Vaughan, 2007) and in language teaching (Gleason, 2013; 
Murphy & Southgate, 2011; Rubio & Thoms, 2014), the employment of blended 
learning may not bring such benefits because of teachers’ and students’ difficulties in 
changing their existing practices. Examples of the practices include teachers’ 
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focusing on language accuracy rather than language competence or paying little 
attention to students’ self-study period, and students’ viewing online learning as 
additional work rather the opportunities for self-regulated learning. This may be 
particularly applicable to the Vietnamese context, and the results of this research will 
demonstrate this. 
1.2.5 The implementation of blended learning in EFL education at VIUni 
The university where this study takes place is one of 105 public universities in 
Vietnam which provides multi-level, multi-branch educational services. In 2005, like 
other higher education institutions in Vietnam, given the MOET’s permission, the 
University began to expand in size to respond to the increasing demand for tertiary 
education. As a result, approximately 20,000 new students are selected from the 
national entrance examination to study at the three campuses of VIUni each year.  
 English language is regarded as one of the basic and mandatory subjects for 
all non-English major students at VIUni, as it is in most of other Vietnamese 
universities. In response to the demand to improve students’ language ability to use 
English for personal and professional communication, in 2005 the university 
extended the time allocated for EFL education for non-English major students from 
180 class hours to 540 class hours in its curriculum. As a result, EFL education 
accounts for 20 per cent of students’ total learning credits at the university. EFL 
education at VIUni consists of two phases: General English (GE) and English for 
Special Purposes (ESP). GE courses take place in the first five semesters of students’ 
eight-semester tertiary study and account for more than 80 per cent of EFL education 
at VIUni. The number of students in each English class was also reduced from 100 to 
approximately 50 students. As a result, the University encountered serious problems 
in a lack of qualified teachers and classrooms for EFL education.  
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In 2009, the University decided to implement blended learning in GE courses 
offered to non-English major students. That is, the course is a combination of face-
to-face and online components. Instead of studying 90 hours total in face-to-face 
classes each semester, students are required to undertake self-study via a Learning 
Management System (LMS) for 30 hours in accordance with the instructions of EFL 
teachers on top of 60 hours of face-to-face classes with EFL teachers. At the time of 
this study, the online learning components at VIUni were developed by both EFL 
teachers and a service provider. A group of selected EFL teachers at VIUni worked 
together to set out content requirements for online learning based on the textbooks 
which are used in face-to-face classes. The service provider designs the LMS in 
accordance with the required content. On the LMS, there are communication and 
language learning tools such as chat rooms, discussion board, dictionaries, text-to-
speech, voice recorder; lectures on grammar; a vocabulary list with detailed 
instructions on pronunciation; and exercises and practice of language knowledge and 
skills organised according to the individual unit in the text books. Table 1.1 
illustrates EFL blended learning courses at VIUni. 
Table 1.1 Description of blended learning at VIUni 
 Face-to-face elements Online Elements 
Credits 4 2 
Activities Weekly lecture and language 
practice 
Weekly lecture note, 
presentation, quiz, practice 
materials 
Tools Computer, Projector, CD 
player 
LMS discussion board, chat 
room 
Achievement Tests Two achievement tests: 20% 
of total mark 
One achievement quiz: 10% 
of total mark 
Final Tests To be eligible for attending final exams, students have to 
attend at least 80% face-to-face classes and complete 80% of 
online resource materials. Student attendance and attitudes is 
marked for 10%, the final test accounts for 60%. 
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Prior to undertaking EFL blended learning courses, both teachers and students 
are required to attend a workshop which introduces the online learning components 
and activities they are expected to do on the LMS. During the courses, both teachers 
and students can obtain technical support from the service provider. Teachers and 
students can access the LMS from anywhere an Internet connection is available. 
Teachers are required to assign students for language exercises and practices in 
the LMS after each face-to-face lesson. The assigned online tasks are the same for all 
students in the class and students are required to complete at least 80 percent of the 
assigned tasks to be eligible for attending the final exam. The students’ completion 
rate is automatically recorded online. By utilising online reports, teachers are 
required to remind those students who have not completed the online tasks. Students’ 
completion of online learning tasks is also used to calculate attendance and 
participation marks. 
Blended learning has been implemented in English education at VIUni for 
several years. It can be seen that the employment of blended learning has helped the 
University cope with the shortage of EFL teaching staff and learning space. 
However, it is unknown whether the implementation of EFL blended learning at the 
University brings improvements in teaching pedagogy to promote students’ active 
and collaborative learning as expected in the HERA. In my role as an excecutive 
officer at faculty level at VIUni and also as a teacher involved in delivering EFL 
blended learning courses at the University, I have observed that there is inadequate 
pedagogical understanding of teaching EFL in blended learning modes, and the 
implementation is not as effective as expected in terms of faciliating students’ active 
and collaborative learning (Vietnamese Government, 2005, 2012). While literature 
shows that the effectiveness of blended learning implementation depends largely on 
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teachers’ perceptions (Dziuban et al., 2013; Garrison & Vaughan, 2013; 
VanDerLinden, 2014), it is uncertain how EFL teachers at the university perceive 
and implement blended learning in their EFL teaching, whether they know and are 
able to utilise the potential benefits of blended learning for EFL education or what 
factors influence their perceptions and practices of teaching EFL in blended learning 
modes. Due to the significance of the questions, both VIUni and the Vietnamese 
government offered me time, financial support and other related expenses to carry 
out this study. 
1.3 OBJECTIVES OF THE STUDY AND RESEARCH QUESTIONS 
The purpose of this study is to investigate EFL teachers’ perceptions and practices of 
blended learning at VIUni. The study aims to: 
 explore how EFL teachers perceive and practice blended learning; and  
 identify factors influencing the teachers’ perceptions and practices of 
blended learning 
The ultimate aim is to provide recommendation to improve the effectiveness of 
blended learning implementation at the university. 
To achieve these objectives, the study addresses the following research questions:  
1. What are EFL teachers’ perceptions and practices of blended learning at the 
university? 
a. How do EFL teachers understand blended learning concepts, design, 
benefits and challenges? 
b. How do EFL teachers practice blended learning to facilitate the 
development of students’ ability to communicate in English language? 
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2. What cognitive and contextual factors influence EFL teachers’ perceptions 
and practices of blended learning at the university? 
a. To what extent do EFL teachers demonstrate aspects of Technological, 
Pedagogical and Content Knowledge (TPACK) for blended learning? 
b. What are the socio-cultural and institutional factors influencing EFL 
teachers’ perceptions and practices of blended learning? 
1.4 OVERVIEW OF RESEARCH DESIGN 
The study adopts a qualitative approach to address the research questions. The reason 
for the adoption was that qualitative design allows the researcher to obtain a detailed 
exploration of EFL teachers’ subjective understanding and implementation of 
blended learning within a specific institutional and discipline context (Bogdan & 
Biklen, 1998; Creswell, 1998, 2012; Denzin & Lincoln, 2005; Leedy & Ormrod, 
2013). In aligning with qualitative approach, data were collected via (i) interviews 
with EFL teachers, executive staff at different administration levels in VIUni, and the 
executive staff of the online service provider, (ii) observations of the teachers’ 
teaching in face-to-face classes, and (iii) monitoring teachers’ and students’ activities 
on the LMS. The collected data were thematically analysed to articulate the teachers’ 
perceptions and instructional practices of blended learning. The data were also 
examined following the proposed theoretical framework to identify the key factors 
influencing teachers’ perceptions and practices at the University (further details of 
the study design are presented in Chapter 3). 
1.5 SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY 
The significance of this study relates to the topic and the practical implications of the 
findings. Firstly, blended learning is generally regarded as having great potential to 
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bring about pervasive transformations in HE institutions for increased effectiveness 
and efficiency of teaching and learning activities (COHERE, 2011; Dziuban, 
Picciano & Graham, 2013; Poon, 2013; VanDerLinden, 2014). However, the 
employment of blended learning in many HE institutions is still at the stages of 
exploration and early implementation (Graham, Woodfield & Harrison, 2013). 
Although teachers play a central role in realising the potential of blended learning, 
limited research has been conducted to explore how its potential is understood and 
utilised by teachers in HE institutions, and what factors influence their 
understandings and utilisation of blended learning (Picciano, 2013). Particularly, in 
the context of Vietnam, to my knowledge, VIUni appears to the first university to 
employ blended learning and to date, this is the first study on teachers’ perceptions 
and practices of blended learning in Vietnam. Therefore, it is believed that this study 
can contribute to increasing education practitioners’ and administrators’ awareness 
about the potential of blended learning and enhance blended learning implementation 
not only in language education, but also in other disciplines in HE in Vietnam and in 
other countries. 
Secondly, the implementation of blended learning at VIUni appears to closely 
align with Vietnamese HE reform objectives in terms of ICT integration and EFL 
education. Therefore, the research findings about EFL teachers’ perceptions and 
practices of blended learning at VIUni will be of great significance in enhancing the 
achievement of the country’s related HE reform objectives. The findings are also 
expected to contribute to the effectiveness of blended learning implementation and 
the quality of EFL education at VIUni. The findings and recommendations may have 
implications for other universities in Vietnam and in other countries which have a 
similar HE context. 
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1.6 THESIS OUTLINE 
This thesis is presented in six chapters. This introductory chapter describes the 
background of the study, contextualising the research in the wider dimension of HE 
reform in Vietnam. It discusses the objectives of HE reforms to develop students’ 
English language ability by employing ICTs to facilitate students’ active and 
collaborative learning. The section also illustrates the context of EFL education in 
Vietnamese universities, and the implementation of blended learning at VIUni, 
followed by the introduction of research objectives, research questions, the research 
design and the significance of the study. 
  Chapter 2 presents a critical review of related literature beginning with a 
discussion on divergent understandings of the blended learning concept and 
advocacy for the employment of blended learning in HE. It is then followed by a 
review of research on the employment of blended learning in EFL education, 
identifying the similarities and differences between blended learning and CALL, 
specifying underlining theories, formulating pedagogical principles, and identifying 
the potential benefits and challenges to the implementation of EFL blended learning. 
Finally, research on the roles of teachers’ perceptions in education and the cognitive 
and social factors influencing teachers’ perceptions is reviewed. The chapter 
highlights the gap in literature that the study hopes to bridge, and builds up a 
conceptual framework for this study. 
Chapter 3 describes the research design for the study. This chapter starts with a 
description of the conceptual framework and the central issues investigated in this 
study. The issues include teachers’ understandings of blended learning concepts, 
design, benefits and challenges; their implementation practices, their TPACK 
knowledge; and the socio-cultural and institutional factors influencing their 
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perceptions and practices of blended learning. Then, the qualitative design and the 
data collection methods are outlined. The identification of participants, the data 
analysis process, methods of ensuring the quality of research findings, and ethical 
considerations are then detailed.  
Chapter 4 reports the research results in three major sections, which is in 
alignment with the conceptual framework. The first section analyses teachers’ 
perceptions of EFL blended learning in terms of concepts, instructional design, 
benefits and challenges. The second section describes teachers’ practices of teaching 
EFL through blended learning modes, illustrating their use of online learning 
components and the face-to-face environment. The last section proposes teachers’ 
TPACK knowledge, the cognitive factor, and the socio-cultural and institutional as 
matters affecting teachers’ perceptions and practices of blended learning. 
Chapter 5 discusses the findings and provides recommendations for improving 
the implementation of EFL blended learning at VIUni. In particular, data on 
teachers’ perceptions and practices of blended learning are analysed through the 
theoretical lens of sociocultural perspectives. Teachers’ perceptions and practices are 
also explained in relation to influencing factors to identify practical 
recommendations for improving implementation.  
Chapter 6 summarises key findings, discusses the implications, contribution 
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Chapter 2: Literature Review 
In order to articulate the research questions and identify necessary research issues, 
this chapter reviews the literature on three main areas: blended learning, blended 
learning in EFL education, and teachers’ perceptions of EFL blended learning. The 
first section (Section 2.1) presents definitions and types of blended learning (Section 
2.1.1.) and the employment of blended learning in higher education (Section 2.1.2). 
The second section (Section 2.2) discusses the relationship between Computer-
Assisted Language Learning (CALL) and blended learning (Section 2.2.1), the 
underlying theories for EFL blended learning (Section 2.2.2), the pedagogical 
principles of EFL blended learning (Section 2.2.3), the benefits (Section 2.2.4.), and 
the challenges to implementation of blended learning in EFL education (Section 
2.2.5). The third section (Section 2.3) presents the role of teachers’ perceptions in 
blended learning implementation (Section 2.3.1), identifies factors influencing 
teachers’ perceptions (Section 2.3.2), and specifies influencing factors which will be 
investigated in this study, including the individual factor of teachers’ knowledge of 
teaching EFL in a blended learning environment (Section 2.3.3) and socio-cultural 
factors imbedded in the context of HE in Vietnam (Section 2.3.4). 
2.1 BLENDED LEARNING 
2.1.1 Definitions and types of blended learning  
2.1.1.1 Definitions of blended learning 
Although the term blended learning is widely used in education settings, there is no 
universally accepted definition of blended learning (Chew, 2009; Driscoll, 2002; 
Graham, 2013; Graham et al., 2013; Picciano, 2013; Sharpe, Benfield, Roberts & 
Francis, 2006; Torrisi, 2012). Based on the meaning the verb blend, to mix or to 
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combine, the term blended learning can refer to some kind of combination in 
teaching and learning. There are various dimensions and aspects of teaching and 
learning that can be blended or combined together and they sometimes overlap 
(Chew, 2009). For example, as identified by Sharpe et al. (2006) and Allan (2007), 
blended learning can refer to the combination of learning time (synchronous or 
asynchronous learning activities and communications), learning places (on campus, 
in work place, or at home), technological applications (CD/DVD, computer-based, or 
social-networking software), learning modes (online or face-to-face), learning forms 
(individual or group), pedagogical approaches (e.g. teacher-controlled or student-
centred), types of learners (e.g. students or practitioners), learning context (e.g. 
academic or work place), and learning directions (decided by the teachers or 
negotiated and agreed by students). Diverse meanings of blended learning are 
illustrated in Table 2.1.These show that an attempt to develop a multi-dimensional 
definition in covering and specifying various dimensions and aspects of teaching and 
learning generally ends up being so broad that any kind of teaching and learning can 
be defined as blended learning (Chew, 2009; Graham, 2006).  
Table 2.1 Diverse meanings of blended learning 
Teaching and learning dimensions /aspects 
to blend 
Examples 
Teaching and learning places On campus ; off campus 
Teaching and learning forms Individual, pair, group 
Teaching and learning context At university, at work place 
Types of learners students, practitioners 
Learning direction Teacher-controlled; negotiated by student 
Instructional delivery tools or instruments Blackboard, projectors, CD/DVD 
Pedagogical approaches Constructivism, behaviourism 
Mode of teaching and learning Online; face-to-face 
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Research shows that blended learning is commonly defined as a combination 
of different delivery media, of instructional methods or of face-to-face and online 
instruction (Bonk & Graham, 2012; Graham, 2006, 2012, 2013). When it is used to 
refer to a combination of instructional delivery tools or instructional approaches, 
blended learning does not necessarily need the involvement of emerging digital 
technology in teaching and learning (Brennan, 2004). It can be used to emphasise the 
mixture of different teaching instruments such as CD-ROM, TV, radio, and 
projectors in traditional classroom teaching (Jagannathan, 2006; Williams, 2002). 
The term can also be used to demonstrate a combination of different pedagogical 
approaches including constructivism, cognitivism and behaviourism (Driscoll, 2002; 
Verkroost, Meijerink, Lintsen & Veen, 2008). Such mixtures are represented in the 
designs of teaching curriculum, teaching and learning materials, and learning 
activities. 
Recently, however, the term blended learning is more commonly used to 
refer to the combination of online and face-to-face learning and teaching (Bliuc, 
Goodyear & Ellis, 2007; Graham, 2013; Picciano, 2013). Blended learning, in this 
sense, is a distinct phenomenon and highlights the role of web-based technology 
(Garrison & Vaughan, 2008; Motteram & Sharma, 2009; Young, 2002). This type of 
definition, nevertheless, can be used to refer to a wide range of combination of the 
two learning modes, from almost fully online learning to mainly face-to-face 
instruction with minimal use of web-based technology (Allan, 2007; Ross & Gage, 
2006) and it is still relatively difficult to decide whether a particular employment of 
web-based technology in teaching and learning can be included or rejected from the 
term (Oliver & Trigwell, 2005). In some instances, the proportion of course content 
delivered online is used to define blended learning. For example, as identified by 
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Allen, Seaman and Garrett (2007), blended learning courses and programs are 
defined as having between 30 percent to 79 percent of the course content delivered 
online. Similarly, Watson, Murin, Vashaw, Gemin and Rapp (2011) set a threshold 
of 30 percent of online delivery of content for an environment to be considered 
blended. In some other instances, quality factors are mentioned as an important part 
of a blended learning definition. The challenge with conceptualising blended learning 
according to “the percentage threshold is the difficulty in measuring something 
which is not easily or accurately quantifiable” (Graham, 2013, p. 334). With more 
focus on the pedagogical aspect of the combination, Garrison and Vaughan (2008) 
defined blended learning as “the organic integration of thoughtfully selected and 
complementary face-to-face and online approaches” (p. 148). Although the definition 
highlights the need to select “the best and most appropriate face-to-face and online 
activities” to address the educational needs of particular courses or program 
(Vaughan, Cleveland-Innes & Garrison, 2013, p. 9), it also points to the fact that the 
conceptualisation of blended learning depends largely on its implementation context. 
Therefore, even with a narrow definition as a combination of face-to-face and online 
learning, blended learning is still interpreted and implemented differently by 
different people in different contexts (Picciano, 2013).  
In Vietnam, blended learning is not yet a familiar term in HE or in the 
literature. The term seems to appear only in some courses provided by foreign 
counterparts such as Aptech, Intel, World Bank, and AusAID. At VIUni, no specific 
term was used to refer to the EFL courses that required students to learn in both face-
to-face classes and online. The courses were generally called English courses. The 
unfamiliarity of the term in Vietnam indicates that there can be wide differences in 
the way blended learning is understood and implemented in this local context. 
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2.1.1.2 Types of blended learning 
Blended learning can be categorised in a number of ways. For example, blended 
learning can be classified according to the levels of implementation as Activity level, 
Course level, Program level, and Institutional level (Graham, 2006, 2012). On the 
basis of learning objectives, blended learning can be categorised into skill-driven, 
attitude-driven, and competency-driven models (Valiathan, 2002). Blended learning 
is also classified as enabling blends, enhancing blends, and transforming blends in 
terms of a learning scope of blended learning (Graham, 2006, 2012). The learning 
scope based blended learning is the most significant to this study because effective 
implementation of EFL blended learning courses will be assessed. The details of 
each model are as follows:  
Enabling blends focus on convenience and access for students. This type of blended 
learning provides learners with additional flexibility or the same learning 
opportunities by employing online tools. For example, students can access 
PowerPoint presentations and audio or video recordings of face-to-face class lectures 
in case they miss class or need to revise the lesson again. Enabling blends do not 
radically change the pedagogy of a course and are considered as an added choice for 
on-campus students (Lindquist, 2012). In addition, it is argued that this type of 
combination simply reinforce the negative effects of passive non-participatory 
learning (Shen, Wang & Pan, 2008). 
Enhancing blends incorporate incremental changes to existing pedagogy such 
as offering supplementary online materials for face-to-face courses. For example, in 
a blended learning English course, in-class time is reduced from 90 hours to 60; in-
class lectures are replaced by a series of interactive multimedia lessons; the in-class 
time which used to be spent for teacher’s presentations is now devoted for students’ 
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pair work or group work. Those learning activities are expected to provide students 
with the opportunities to review their team members' works and offer feedback and 
suggestions. In Enhancing blends, the pedagogy of a course may be altered and class 
time can be reduced because students do not have to be co-located to work (Graham, 
2006, 2012). This is the most common type of blended learning in traditional 
university settings (Graham, 2012; Sharpe et al., 2006). 
Transforming blends allow a radical transformation of the pedagogy, for 
example, a change from a model where EFL learners are merely receivers of 
information to a model where learners actively construct English knowledge and 
skills through rich interactions with others in both face-to-face and online 
environments. In this model, there is an extensive use of the full capabilities that 
web-based technology offers to support students’ active learning and individualised 
teaching (further details will be presented in Section 2.2.4). The teaching and 
learning in face-to-face classes also need to be redesigned significantly to reinforce 
or accommodate online learning. In other words, this type of blended learning is the 
"thoughtful fusion" (Garrison & Vaughan, 2008, p. 5) of face-to-face and online 
modalities, and both face-to-face and online teaching strategies are considered as the 
necessary instructional modes that support each other. 
Of the three types, transforming blends propose the most benefits and also the 
most challenges to HE institutions as they require critical reconsideration of existing 
pedagogical practices. Research suggests that blended learning should neither be 
used as the enabling type, where online components are merely treated as the digital 
version of face-to-face instruction without the presence of the instructors, nor be used 
as the enhancing type where online components are regarded as an add-on to the 
traditional teaching methods (Benson, Anderson & Ooms, 2011). In order to obtain 
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the full potential benefits, blended learning should, instead, be applied with a 
transformative design rationale (Garrison & Vaughan, 2008; Stacey & Gerbic, 2008) 
and the design has to be based on the considerations of both online and face-to-face 
teaching to utilise “the best delivery methodologies available for a specific learning 
objective” (Hofmann, 2011, p. 2).  
Research has shown that, in its initial stage of implementation, blended 
learning practised in Vietnam and in some other Asian countries belongs to the either 
Enabling or Enhancing blends model (Latchem, Jung, Aoki & Ozkul, 2008; 
McConnell & Zhao, 2006; Reeves, 2009; Tham & Tham, 2011; Tue & Duyen, 
2010). In Japan, for example, blended learning was described as “merely 
repackaging of the traditional didactic mode of instruction by video-recording 
lecturers and placing them online” (Tham & Tham, 2011, p. 137). In Singapore, it is 
“the porting of the classroom to the Internet, to reproduce the functionality and “look 
and feel” of the existing classroom materials in a new operating platform” (Tham & 
Tham, 2011, p. 138). In Vietnam, it is defined as the reduction of face-to-face hours 
and substituting the online portion (Tue & Duyen, 2010). It is claimed that the use of 
blended strategies as supplementary rather than key to addressing core pedagogy 
(Latchem & Jung, 2009; Lefoe & Hedberg, 2006; Tham & Tham, 2013) contributes 
to the ineffectiveness of blended learning programs in these Asian countries 
(McConnell & Zhao, 2006; Menkhoff, Thang & Wong, 2007). Among the reasons 
for the implementation of such strategies are the strong influence of traditional 
teaching pedagogy (McConnell & Zhao, 2006; Tham & Tham, 2013), and 
misunderstandings about the principles or essence of blended learning by teachers 
(Lefoe & Hedberg, 2006; Verkroost et al., 2008). 
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In this study, the term blended learning is used with reference to transforming 
blends since it is expected by the Vietnamese government and educational authorities 
that the productive employment of ICTs can enhance improvements in curriculums 
and pedagogy in Vietnamese HE (MOET, 2008; Vietnamese Government, 2005). In 
particular, ICT employment is considered as an agent for improving teaching 
methodology toward facilitating students’ active and independent learning (MOET, 
2010b). Thus, blended learning is interpreted here as the “thoughtful fusion” of 
online and face-to-face instructions aiming to utilise the best features of the two 
learning modalities to promote students’ learning (Garrison & Vaughan, 2008; Riley 
et al., 2013). 
2.1.2 Blended learning and higher education 
Over the last decade, blended learning has been frequently referred to and advocated 
for its potential to enhance pervasive and fundamental transformation in higher 
education (HE) institutions in response to increasing demands for providing learning 
experiences of increased quality, convenience and efficiency (Garrison & Kanuka, 
2004; Garrison & Vaughan, 2008; Hofmann, 2011; Masie, 2012; Moskal & 
Cavanagh, 2013; Vaughan, 2010). With recognition of the active, longitudinal, social 
and tacit nature of the learning process and impacts of technological innovations on 
teaching and learning, HE institutions are presented with requirements to redesign 
educational goals, structures and processes to optimise students’ learning (Chew, 
2009; Masie, 2012). There are demands for HE institutions to “provide for a larger 
and more diverse cross-section of the population, to cater for emerging patterns of 
educational involvement which facilitate lifelong learning and to include technology-
based practices in curriculum” (Hicks, Reid & George, 2001, p. 143).  
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With the recognition of technical and pedagogical problems of purely online 
learning (Delialioglu & Yildirim, 2007; Reinders, 2012), as a combination of online 
and face-to-face environments, blended learning is proposed to have potential to 
facilitate improvements in pedagogy towards student-centredness, increased access 
and flexibility and increased cost-effectiveness (Graham, 2006, 2012). Particular 
emphasis is placed on the potential of blended learning for improved pedagogy 
(Graham, 2012; Oliver & Stallings, 2014; Picciano, 2006a). Blended learning can 
enhance the creation of communities of inquiry by enhancing students’ interactions 
with teachers, peers and learning resources in an individually appropriate manner. 
From a constructivist perspective, the increase in both quality and quantity of 
students’ interactions with others in a blended learning environment can enable 
students to identify their own learning purposes, encourage them to collaboratively 
explore ideas, questions and construct meaning, stimulate frequent reflection on their 
own learning, and restructure their knowledge to build in new ideas (Garrison & 
Vaughan, 2008).  
Together with this theoretical foundation, research on blended learning 
implementation also indicates students’ equal or better learning achievement at 
exams in comparison with purely face-to-face or online learning, teachers’ and 
students’ satisfaction with the approach, and cost effectiveness for HE institutions 
(Garrison & Kanuka, 2004; Graham, 2013). Although the employment of blended 
learning presents considerable challenges and ambiguity regarding what factors lead 
to improved learning outcomes, blended learning is popularly advocated (Graham, 
2013; Moskal et al., 2013). As “the inspiration of much of innovation, both 
pedagogically and technically” (Vaughan et al., 2013, p. 9), blended learning is 
predicted to become “the new traditional model” (Ross & Gage, 2006, p. 167), and 
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the “new normal” in course delivery (Norberg, Dziuban & Moskal, 2011, p. 207) or 
the “most important mode of delivery” in the future of higher education (Joosten, 
Barth, Harness & Weber, 2013, p. 174). In the context of Vietnam, blended learning 
can be a solution for HE institutions since ICT integration is regarded as an 
important tool to facilitate the realisation of HE reform objectives among which two 
important objectives are to expand in size and to improve teaching curricula and 
pedagogy to enhance students’ ability to carry out active and collaborative learning 
(Vietnamese Government, 2012). 
2.2. BLENDED LEARNING IN EFL EDUCATION 
2.2.1. CALL and blended learning 
During the last few decades, Computer-Assisted Language Learning (CALL) has 
developed rapidly and become an important component of foreign language 
education. The widespread use of software and web-based technologies has provided 
language learners with unprecedented opportunities to improve their communicative 
abilities in the target language by individualising practice and engaging with teachers 
and learners internationally. There are considerable similarities but significant 
differences between CALL and EFL blended learning. Effective implementation of 
blended learning in EFL education requires a thorough understanding of the 
similarities and differences. Thus, the issues will be outlined in the following 
subsections. 
2.2.1.1 CALL in EFL education 
CALL is characterised by the use of computers to facilitate language education 
(Egbert, 2005) and described as a field that covers “the search for and study of 
applications of the computer in language teaching and learning” (Levy, 1997, p. 1). 
A number of other acronyms have been used referring to the use of computers in 
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language learning. According to Beatty (2003, 2013), some of these include CAI 
(Computer-Aided Instruction), CAL (Computer-Assisted Learning), CALT 
(Computer-Assisted Language Teaching), and TELL (Technology-Enhanced 
Language Learning). It can be noticed from the above terms that they all contain 
words such as assisted, enhanced or aided. These terms highlight the employment of 
technology to facilitate language teaching and learning (Egbert, 2005) but also 
indicates an apparently supplementary role for technology in face-to-face classes. 
2.2.1.2 Development of CALL in EFL education 
The use of computers in EFL education has been and is typically informed by 
language learning theories and innovations in educational technologies (Beatty, 
2013). The development of CALL resulted from the advancement of language 
learning theories from structural to cognitive, and then to socio-cognitive approaches 
(Zuengler & Miller, 2006), combining with the evolution in computer technology 
from a mainframe to a multimedia handheld device. The recent history of CALL can 
be divided into three main phases, namely structural CALL, communicative CALL, 
and integrative CALL (Kern & Warschauer, 2000) 
Structural CALL, the first phase in the development of CALL between the 
1960s and 1980s, made use of programs that ran on mainframe computers. Structural 
CALL was designed in line with behaviourist approaches to language learning which 
required repetition and habit formation in the learning process. Thus, the purposes of 
the programs were to provide language learners with grammar and vocabulary 
tutorials, and drill and practice activities (Butler-Pascoe, 2011). A well-known 
example is PLATO which ran on its own hardware, including a central computer and 
terminals, with major features being extensive drills, grammar explanations, and 
translation tests (Ahmad, Corbett, Rogers & Sussex, 1985). Various versions of those 
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programs such as packaged CD-ROMs or software are still used today for providing 
immediate feedback to learners in response to the formal accuracy of their language. 
Features such as delivering class-based content, and quizzes with immediate 
feedback over the Internet, are examples of using CALL under behaviourist 
approaches (Hubbard & Siskin, 2004). 
The next phase was communicative CALL. It began in the early 1980s under 
the influence of the “theory of communicative competence” and “functional models 
of language” (Ellis, 2005, p. 4) and emerging instructional technologies including 
microcomputers in schools (Gbomita, 1997). The focus of communicative CALL is 
on providing language learners with interactional activities in order to encourage 
them to learn “formulaic chunks of language” or functional language as well as 
“language rules” or notional language (Ellis, 2005, p. 5). In this sense, computers are 
not only the equipment for delivering learning materials but also tools that facilitate 
better use of the target language. Some popular software included text reconstruction 
programs and simulations, which allowed learners some control over the computer, 
working alone or in groups in a simulated environment (Levy, 1997). 
Integrative CALL, the current phase, has been implemented in the light of 
socio-cognitive theories and the advent of the Internet and multimedia computers. 
Socio-cognitive approaches emphasise social interactions and collaboration in 
learning, which can be facilitated by using Internet-connected computers (Fotos & 
Browne, 2004). Computers are used as mediational tools to provide comprehensive 
input for students to engage in various kinds of authentic environments, which 
involve the construction and negotiation of meaning similar to what they may 
encounter when using the target language outside classrooms (Lamy & Hampel, 
2007). In this context, the use of the Internet and online communication tools aims to 
 Chapter 2: Literature Review 35 
provide foreign language learners with more authentic environments and 
“meaningful” interactions to promote their learning (Woo & Reeves, 2007, p. 16). In 
this phase, CALL is considered as a means to an end, rather than merely as a 
supplementary tool for language learning (Levy & Stockwell, 2013; Vlachos, 2009). 
Although CALL, integrative CALL in particular, and EFL blended learning have 
some features in common, they are significantly different in terms of instructional 
design. The following section discusses the similarities and differences between 
CALL and EFL blended learning. 
2.2.1.3 Similarities and differences between EFL blended learning and 
CALL 
Blended learning and CALL are similar in terms of utilising computer-related 
technologies to support language teaching and learning. Like integrative CALL, 
blended learning makes an extensive use of computer and web-based technologies to 
provide EFL learners with increased interactions with teachers, peers and multiple 
sources of authentic and individually relevant language learning materials, and 
opportunities to use English for real communication purposes (Grgurović, 2010; 
Motteram & Sharma, 2009; Pop & Slev, 2012; Scida & Saury, 2006; Ushida, 2005). 
In fact, blended learning is acknowledged as “as a sub-discipline of CALL” (Gruba 
& Hinkleman, 2012, p. 13). 
However, the blended learning mode has some features that distinguish it 
from CALL. For example, CALL is popularly understood as a set of tools which are 
designed to promote language learning (Beatty, 2003), while blended learning is 
generally interpreted as “offering an ‘ideal site’ for innovative pedagogy” to optimise 
students’ active and interactive learning (Riley et al., 2013, p. 161). In other words, 
CALL can be employed with negligible changes in teaching pedagogy and 
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curriculum in face-to-face classes. Meanwhile, implementation of blended learning 
in EFL education demands that existing pedagogy and curriculum need to redesign 
significantly (Garrison & Vaughan, 2008; Joosten et al., 2013; Riley et al., 2013; 
Vaughan et al., 2013). The underlying theories and pedagogical principles for 
implementing blended learning in EFL education will be elaborated in the following 
sections. 
2.2.2. Underlying theories for implementing blended learning 
The design of transformative EFL blended learning has its theoretical foundation in 
cognitive constructivism and socio-cultural constructivism theories (Lamy & 
Hampel, 2007; Levy, 1998; Min, Yunxia & Zhuo, 2010; Rubio & Thoms, 2014; 
Torres & Vinagre, 2007). The fundamental propositions of the theories and their 
implications on EFL blended learning will now be elaborated to facilitate deeper 
understandings of pedagogical principles and benefits of EFL blended learning. 
2.2.2.1 Cognitive constructivism 
Cognitive constructivist theory owes its origin to Piaget’s (1954) work. The 
fundamental tenet of this theory is that individual learners build knowledge from 
their experiences using their own cognitive mechanisms (Levy, 1998). According to 
Piaget (1954), the building up of a learner’s knowledge is profoundly influenced by 
their personal experience. When a learner encounters a new experience, he/she will 
firstly fit the new experience into existing mental schema, which is called 
assimilation. Because of this new experience, the learner then will revise the existing 
schema (change, enlarge, or make it more sophisticated), which is called 
accommodation. It is from these two complementary processes of assimilation and 
accommodation that the learner’s cognitive development or learning is created. It is 
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noted that individuals learn at different rates due to differing experiences (Meyer, 
2003). 
Cognitive constructivist theory has exerted a strong influence on theories and 
practices in EFL education. Since language development does not simply result from 
the passive recording of observations, but comes rather from “a structuring activity 
on the part of the subjects” (Piaget, 1980, p. 23), the role of the language teacher 
changes from that of transmitting agent to facilitator. That is, teachers provide 
“comprehensible input” and opportunities for learners to participate in “meaningful 
and communicative activities” in the English language (Lamy & Hampel, 2007, p. 
20). This participation allows learners to “negotiate meaning”, that is, to try to make 
meaning comprehensible to them (Kramsch, 1986). In attempts to modify language 
to make it comprehensible, which includes simplification, elaboration, confirmation, 
comprehension checks, clarification requests and recasts, learners will construct their 
own knowledge of English language which has pragmatic value and results in learner 
language development (Blake, 2000). 
However, there have been criticisms of this view of learning. For example, 
cognitive constructivism does not explain specifically how language learners use 
language in interpersonal communication to become competent members of the 
community (Warschauer, 1997). Moreover, learners do not always engage in 
effective knowledge construction in learning environments unless they are highly 
motivated (Salomon & Perkins, 1996). In other words, learning takes place in a 
situated context (Lave & Wenger, 1991) and the teacher, peers, classroom discourse 
and institutional and sociocultural settings have considerable impacts on students’ 
learning (Barker, 2008). However, these factors are ignored in the cognitive 
constructivist view. In addition, the interactions that an individual student has with 
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others not only impact on his/her mental development but also on the way he/she 
participate in later social interactions, which contributes to changes in the 
sociocultural communities (Rogoff, 1995, 2003). Nevertheless, this dialectic 
relationship between human mental activity and social activity (Lantolf, 2000) is not 
addressed in cognitive constructivism. These phenomena are best explained by socio-
cultural constructivism, which emphasises the critical importance of culture and the 
social context in learners’ language development (Bruner, 1996; Lantolf, 2000; 
Rogoff, 1995, 2003; Wertsch, 1985; Wertsch, Rio & Alvarez, 1995). The details are 
as follows. 
2.2.2.2 Socio-cultural constructivism 
In contrast to cognitive constructivism that attributes the learner’s development to 
individual learning, socio-cultural constructivism emphasises the role of social 
learning in each learner’s development. According to Vygotsky (1978), the social 
aspect of learning is “primary” and the individual dimension is “derivative and 
secondary.” From this perspective, mental functioning, including learning or 
perceptual development of individuals, is derived from social interaction in which 
the specific structures and processes of learning acknowledged by individuals can be 
traced (Palincsar, 1998). Three important concepts proposed in socio-cultural 
constructivist theory are mediation, the Zone of Proximal Development (ZPD) and 
situated learning (Corden, 2000; Lantolf, 2000; Lave & Wenger, 1991). 
Mediation 
The notion of mediation is one of the distinctive ideas in socio-cultural 
constructivism. Human beings generally do not act directly on the physical world 
around them but people use tools and labour activity to alter their circumstances and 
surroundings. In other words, all human action is mediated by cultural means, tools 
 Chapter 2: Literature Review 39 
and signs (Wertsch, 1985; Wertsch, 1998, 2002). From socio-cultural perspectives, 
the interaction of the human mind with the environment is mediated by 
psychological tools (number, music, arts, and, above all, language) or physical tools 
(material, labour, and tools) that generates higher mental capacities such as logical 
thought, problem-solving, and learning (Lantolf, 2000). Over time, these physical or 
psychological artefacts are modified to meet the needs of contemporary communities 
and individuals and then moved onward to the next generations. The development of 
computers from large computing machines in the 1950s to powerful handheld units 
today is an example. As a consequence, the development of human cognition is 
socially and culturally shaped (Cole & Wertsch, 1996; Rogoff, 1990). In other 
words, human thinking cannot be deduced separately from the society and culture in 
which it develops (Bonk & Cunningham, 1998). 
From socio-cultural perspectives, EFL learning, as a higher form of human 
mental activity, is a mediated process. Learning is mediated by others (teachers, peer 
students), by cultural artefacts (language, cultural history, social context, electronic 
forms of information access, and so on) and by the self through private speech (or 
private imitation) (Lantolf, 2000). Among these, collaborative dialogue with others is 
considered the key form of mediated learning (Swain, 2000). The employment of 
ICT applications has important contribution to EFL learning since it is not only one 
kind of artefact mediation but also enhances self-mediation via self-study tools and 
mediation by others via communication tools which stimulate strongly cognitive 
developments for EFL learning (Lantolf, 2000). 
Social learning 
A second cornerstone of sociocultural theory is the concept of the social origin of 
intellectual development (Warschauer, 2005). According to Vygotsky (1978), 
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learning occurs first on the social level, that is when students interact with other 
people in various social and cultural environments (interpersonal) and then on 
individual level when individuals act alone (intrapersonal). As a social activity, 
learning is seen as the process of enculturation into a community of practice (Lave & 
Wenger, 1991). As learners move from peripheral to marginal and to central position 
in the community, they not only develop an understanding about the social and 
cultural practices of the community but also contribute to manipulate and construct 
the practices (Lave & Wenger, 1991; Rogoff, 2003). Thus, there is a dialectic 
relationship between social activity and mental activity (Lantolf, 2000), in which 
social activity acts as driving force and prerequisite for mental activity (Vygotsky, 
1978; Wertsch et al., 1995).  
The concept of social learning provides theoretical support for the use of ICT 
in EFL education. The employment of synchronous and asynchronous 
communication tools can be used to enable students to interact with teachers, peers, 
English learners in other places and the native English speakers. The interactions can 
provide students with an authentic communicative environment in English and 
activate a variety of learners’ internal language developmental processes (Blake, 
2011; Canale & Swain, 1980; Kervin & Derewianka, 2011; Pica, 1994). The use of 
multimedia and simulation programs help teachers overcome the lack of immediate 
communicative environments in EFL contexts to facilitate students’ enculturation 
into the communities of practice where English is used as the means of 
communication (Reeder, 2010; Zhao, 2003). The concept of social learning also 
emphasises the importance of a supportive discourse for EFL learning since as a 
social activity, learning involves individual-collective processes of identification and 
identity construction (Pavlenko & Norton, 2007). Meanwhile, the possibility of using 
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nicknames when communicating online and the delay in asynchronous 
communication are found to help create a less threatening environment for students’ 
learning (Pop & Slev, 2012; Reinders, 2012; Wajeha Thabit, 2013). 
Zone of Proximal Development 
The Zone of Proximal Development (ZPD) concept is considered as one of the “most 
profound contributions to the educational debate” (Daniels, 2001, p. 56). It has had a 
significant influence in a variety of research areas and is often associated with social 
learning to capture the relationship between individuals, language learning and 
language development (Blyth, 2008; Lantolf & Thorne, 2007). The ZPD is defined 
by Vygotsky (1978) as “the distance between the actual development level as 
determined by independent problem solving and the level of potential development 
as determined through problem solving under adult guidance or in collaboration with 
more capable peers” (p. 86). As Vygotsky notes, development in the ZPD is also 
illustrated by “what is in the zone of proximal development today will be the actual 
development level tomorrow - that is, what the child can do with assistance today 
she/he will be able to do by herself / himself tomorrow” (Vygotsky, 1978, p. 87). In 
other words, ZPD is a gap between what a person can actually achieve individually 
and what that he/she can potentially achieve with mediation. The role of education is 
to create a new ZPD and the size of the ZPD created depends largely on the quality 
of the interactions with others (Corden, 2000). 
Two different interpretations of the scope of ZPD exist. In a narrow sense, the 
expert directly transfers their knowledge to a novice through social communication. 
In the beginning of a particular activity, the expert provides an apprentice with more 
help and guidance, and then this support is gradually reduced as the novice 
approaches more closely to his/her potential (Aljaafreh & Lantolf, 1994; Young, 
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1993). This interpretation of ZPD considers the experts (teachers, more competent 
peers) as the only suitable collaborative partners of the novices (learners) in learning 
processes.  
In a broad sense, on the other hand, collaboration in the ZPD is created not just 
within the relation between expert and novice, but in the interaction among the 
learners, the expert, and other available tools during an activity. In this view, when 
people work together, they exchange their ideas, explicate and validate their 
understandings, and negotiate and “co-construct” meanings. As a result of emerging 
expertise in the group, a higher potential is achieved by students (Jonassen, 
Davidson, Collins, Campbell & Haag, 1995). Accordingly, the ZPD is more properly 
perceived as the collaborative construction and creation of opportunities for a 
learner’s cognitive development. Therefore, development in the ZPD is less 
dependent on the presence of experts or more competent learners but on students’ 
experiences of learning collaboratively with others in intentionally designed learning 
environments (Lantolf & Thorne, 2007).  
The broad interpretation of ZPD is adopted in this study in consideration of 
effective pedagogy for EFL blended learning. The concept of ZPD underlines the 
importance of teachers’ roles in monitoring students’ EFL learning to gain 
understanding of students’ current understanding (Murphy, 2008) and structuring 
their instructions appropriately. Teachers need to design EFL learning tasks which 
are in advance of students’ development and oriented toward what they are not yet 
able to do (Gibbons, 2003; Lantolf, 2007; Wells, 1999). Teachers also need to 
facilitate students’ collaborative learning with others to complete the tasks and 
monitor their EFL learning to provide them with relevant and timely assistance. 
Given restricted teaching time and class size in formal education, the employment of 
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ICT such as online assessment and online communication can be of great help to 
teachers in their work. 
 2.2.2.3 The application of cognitive constructivism and socio-cultural 
constructivism in EFL blended learning 
In general, both cognitive constructivist and socio-cultural constructivist theories are 
based on the premise that knowledge is adaptive or constructed and learning is 
affected by both the individual and contextual factors (Fosnot, 2013; Piaget, 1954; 
Vygotsky, 1978). However, the two theories are different in their focus of attention. 
Cognitive constructivism is most concerned with the mechanism of intellectual 
development and acquisition of knowledge which occurs internally. Meanwhile, 
socio-cultural constructivism highlights the role that social processes and interactions 
play in individual’s intellectual development, emphasising that those social processes 
and interactions are culturally situated. There has been a trend towards incorporating 
the two theories with a belief that knowledge is constructed individually and 
mediated socially (P. Cobb, 2005; Felix, 2005; Windschitl, 2002), and the two 
schools of thought appear to complement each other in Computer Assisted Language 
Learning (CALL), and, in particular, in a blended learning environment (Kern, 2006; 
Ortega, 2014; Warschauer, 2005). 
From cognitive constructivism perspectives, EFL learners need to be provided 
with opportunities to develop their learning agency and learn at their own pace. EFL 
teachers need to take into consideration learners’ prior knowledge and experience in 
order to effectively facilitate and guide learners in learning process. In this view, the 
employment of EFL blended learning environments into EFL teaching and learning 
brings the benefits that (i) the online component helps provides learners with access 
to substantial language input taken from different authentic sources and presented in 
different modes including textual, verbal and visual (Woo & Reeves, 2007); (ii) the 
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rich input, which has been intentionally designed to address the EFL learners’ 
diverse learning needs and give learners opportunities to manage their own learning 
process to a large extent; (iii) in particular, learners can check progress and reflect 
upon what they are learning using such tools as self-check questions and exercises 
with automatic feedback to develop their metacognitive strategies (Sevilla-Pavón, 
Martínez-Sáez & Siquiera-Rocha, 2011; Vaughan et al., 2013; Woo & Reeves, 
2007). As a result, learners are given a degree of control over their own learning 
process where they can make decisions about learning goals with guidance from the 
teacher (Ally, 2008). At the same time, the face-to-face component with directed 
teaching and learning activities which are well integrated with online lessons can 
help increase EFL learners’ learning engagement and encourage learners to take 
control of their own learning pace. In such ways, a blended learning approach 
supports development of the cognitive and metacognitive capacity of the individual 
learners (Ally, 2008). 
Socio-cultural constructivism highlights that learning primarily takes place 
through social interaction rather than self-appropriateness (Powell & Kalina, 2009; 
Vygotsky, 1978). The fundamental proposition of the theory is that learners can learn 
best or most effectively in their ZPDs and from their social interactions which are 
culturally situated. The role of the teacher is to facilitate learners’ social interactions 
and to make the interactions sensitive to the learners’ ZPDs to scaffold learning 
processes in a collaborative manner. From socio-cultural perspectives, a blended 
learning environment can be considered as a mediative tool that facilitates interactive 
EFL learning processes more effectively than that of purely online or face-to-face 
environment (Murphy & Southgate, 2011).  
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Research has revealed a number of advantages and disadvantages in employing 
online and facilitating face-to-face environment in EFL education. In online learning, 
firstly, the web-based technology applied affords EFL learners a means of electronic 
access and interaction with learning materials, fellow learners and teachers, which 
can facilitate their active and self-paced learning (Reinders, 2012). On the other 
hand, the disadvantages of online learning courses are that EFL learners need to be 
highly committed to their learning, and the online teachers need to have organising 
skills, a learning design capacity and strong leadership particularly at initial stages 
(Mason, 2001; Woo & Reeves, 2007). In fact, few learners and teachers can meet 
such requirements. Research has shown that students’ lack of ability to self-regulate 
their learning, their isolated feelings due to the lack of physical interactions, and 
teachers’ limited skills and knowledge of employing online learning environments in 
teaching are among the key problems of online learning courses (Dashtestani, 2014; 
Wong, Tatnall & Burgess, 2014).  
Secondly, it is agreed that the didactic environment in face-to-face classes and 
the physical interactions with teachers and peers plays an important role in 
motivating EFL learners to participate in designed learning activities (Dörnyei, 
2007). It is also effective for teachers to gain understanding of students’ learning by 
observing their participation in learning activities and interacting with them during 
lessons (Ellis, 2012). However, the utilisation of such advantages of face-to-face 
teaching to scaffold students’ learning is often challenged by class time and class 
size. The number of activities carried out in each face-to-face lesson is often 
restricted by the limited time allocated for the lesson. Moreover, given students’ 
diverse learning needs, it is difficult for teachers to individualise instruction or design 
learning activities which are sensitive to the ZPD of all individual EFL learners.  
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The advantages and disadvantages of purely online or face-to-face learning 
point to the need for a thoughtful integration or blending of online and face-to-face 
components in order to create an ideal environment for students’ EFL learning 
(Marsh, 2012; Reinders, 2012; Scida & Saury, 2006). In this sense, (i) online 
learning components with the employment of planned instruction programs, self-
practice materials, assessment tools such as auto-marking or quizzes, and self-study 
tools such as automatic speech recognition and text-to-speech converter can be used 
to provide students opportunities to study at their own pace; (ii) face-to-face 
activities can be designed to facilitate students’ language performance, interactions 
and collaboration with peers and the teacher, via such activities as presentations, pair 
and group work or discussions on the issues emerging from their online learning; (iii) 
synchronous and asynchronous online communication tools such as emails, 
discussion boards, chat room and blogs can be employed to overcome the time 
restrictions in face-to-face classes that provide students with further opportunities for 
language performances and interactive and collaborative learning beyond face-to-
face classes. For example, as students’ online learning is integrated with face-to-face 
lesson and learning problems are dealt with in a timely manner, students are less 
isolated when studying online, well prepared and more motivated to participate in 
face-to-face lessons. The use of online communication tools also allows students 
opportunities to interact with English learners other than their classmates and native 
English speakers, which can help address the lack of a communicative environment 
in EFL contexts. The increased interaction with students and the use of online track 
records of individual students’ learning activities and online assessment tools such as 
quizzes and e-portfolios can enables teachers to monitor students’ participation in 
learning activities and gain a better understanding of cognitive and social aspects of 
 Chapter 2: Literature Review 47 
students’ learning experiences to provide them with relevant assistance. In light of 
constructivist and second language acquisition theories, such authentic 
communication in English language can activate various language developmental 
processes and develop students’ English language ability (Canale & Swain, 1980; 
Lantolf, 2000; Littlewood, 2011; Vygotsky, 1978).  
In summary, both the theories support the implementation of blended learning 
in EFL education at tertiary level. From cognitive and socio-cultural perspectives, 
employing blended learning can help EFL teachers improve their teaching pedagogy, 
taking into consideration the cognitive and social aspects of students’ language 
learning. In a blended learning mode, students can be provided with increased 
opportunities to carry out active and collaborative learning. Such improved pedagogy 
not only enables students to enhance their engagement in EFL learning and develop 
their English, ability but also enhances their acquisition of essential learning skills 
that, as a result, facilitates their lifelong and life-wide learning. Thus, blended 
learning can address the current situation of ELT in Vietnamese higher education 
where there is a strong demand to increase the quality of English education through 
improving teaching pedagogy and applying ICT in education (MOET, 2005, 2008; 
Vietnamese Government, 2005, 2012).  
2.2.3. Pedagogical principles for EFL blended learning 
Although blended learning has become an increasingly popular model for delivery of 
foreign language courses, best practices applicable to all foreign language blended 
courses are not yet available (Rubio & Thoms, 2014; Vaughan et al., 2013). Thus, 
this study develops a set of principles for effective teaching in EFL blended learning 
environments by synthesising principles of good practice in undergraduate education 
(Chickering & Gamson, 1987), for teaching in blended learning environments 
 Chapter 2: Literature Review 48 
(Vaughan et al., 2013; Wilson, 2008) and for language teaching (Brandl, 2008; 
Canale & Swain, 1980; Ellis, 2005).  
Based on 50 years of research on effective teaching and learning in colleges 
and universities, Chickering and Gamson (1987) offered seven principles for 
effective teaching in undergraduate education which highlight the importance of (1) 
interaction between teacher and students, (2) cooperation among students, (3) 
support for students’ active learning, (4) prompt feedback, (5) emphasis on time, (6) 
communication of high expectations about students’ learning and (7) respect for 
students’ diversity. Drawing on Chickering and Gamson (1987) and other research 
on effective teaching in both online and face-to-face environments, Wilson (2008) 
proposed five principles that define what teachers do to create effective learning in 
blended learning environments. These include (1) promoting learning engagement, 
(2) providing timely feedback, (3) providing for learner control of their own learning, 
(4) providing opportunities for dialogue and communication, and (5) motivating 
students in a variety of ways.  
Grounded on Garrison and Vaughan’s (2008) Community of Inquiry 
framework, which highlights that collaborative constructivist educational experience 
is realised in the convergence of social presence, cognitive presence and teaching 
presence, Vaughan et al. (2013) suggested the seven principles for creating and 
sustaining a purposeful community of inquiry. The principles underpin the teachers’ 
work of (1) planning for the creation of open communication and trust; (2) planning 
for critical reflection and discourse; (3) establishing community and cohesion; (4) 
establishing inquiry dynamics (purposeful enquiry); (5) sustaining respect and 
responsibility; (6) sustaining inquiry that moves to resolution and (7) ensuring 
assessment is congruent with intended processes and outcomes.  
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It can be seen that pedagogical principles for teaching in a blended learning 
environment suggested by Wilson (2008) and Vaughan et al. (2013) for effective 
teaching align closely with the principles of good practice in face-to-face classes 
offered by Chickering and Gamson (1987). The main emphasis is placed on (1) 
promoting students’ active, engaged and collaborative learning, (2) creating 
supportive learning discourse, and (3) addressing students’ diverse learning needs.  
Considerable convergence can also be seen in the proposed principles for 
second and foreign language teaching. Aiming to establish a theoretical base for 
Communicative Approaches (CA), Canale and Swain (1980) proposed the five 
teaching principles of (1) facilitating the integration of grammatical, sociolinguistic 
and strategic knowledge without any overemphasis on one of those, (2) responding to 
the learners’ communication needs, (3) providing learners with opportunities to take 
part in meaningful communicative interactions with highly competent speakers of the 
target language, (4) at early stages of second language learning, making optimal use 
of communicative competence that learners have developed in their first language 
that are common in the target language, and (5) providing students with the 
information, practice and much of the experience needed to meet their 
communicative needs in the target language.  
Searching for effective pedagogy for the acquisition of a second language (L2) 
in a classroom context, Ellis (2005) suggested ten principles for successful language 
teaching which included the need to (1) ensure that students develop both a rich 
repertoire of formulaic expressions and a rule-based competence, (2) ensure that 
students focus predominantly on meaning, (3) and also on form, (4) focus on 
providing students with opportunities to participate in communicative activities in 
the target language, while not neglecting the need to develop their declarative 
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knowledge of lexis, grammar, phonology, pragmatics and socio-critical features of 
the target language, (5) take into account learners’ built-in syllabus; (6) provide 
learners with extensive L2 input; (7) opportunities for output; and (8) opportunities 
to interact in the L2, (9) take account of individual differences in learners, and (10) 
examine both the free and controlled production of students’ language performances.  
Providing further guidance on effective language teaching practices, Brandl 
(2008) suggested eight methodological principles of communicative language 
teaching and task based instruction, including (1) using communicative tasks as an 
organisational principle, (2) promoting learning by doing; (3) providing rich input; 
(4) input needs to be meaningful, comprehensible and elaborated; (5) promoting 
collaborative and cooperative learning; (6) focusing on form and meaning, (7) 
providing error corrective feedback and positive feedback and (6) recognising and 
respecting affective factors of learning. As can be seen, the principles for language 
teaching proposed by Canale and Swain (1980), Ellis (2005) and Brandl (2008) 
emphasise the need to (1) take into consideration differences in students’ learning 
needs, (2) provide students with relevant input, (3) provide opportunities for 
language output and communicative interactions in the target language, as well as (4) 
support students’ collaborative learning; and (5) provide students with constructive 
feedback on their learning. 
Synthesising and collapsing the principles for effective teaching in a blended 
learning environment and in second and foreign language education, this study 
proposes the following five pedagogical principles for teaching EFL in a blended 
learning environment. 
1. Create a supportive learning discourse  
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2. Promote students’ collaborative learning and use of English for 
communication purposes 
3. Provide students with timely and constructive feedback 
4. Develop students’ ability to take control of their own learning 
5. Enhance students’ access to relevant language input and output 
It is suggested that teachers apply these five principles for both online and 
face-to-face instructions. Table 2.1 provides further explanation and examples of 
how each principle can be applied in face-to-face and online environments. The 
examples are either taken from the series of activities suggested by Vaughan et al. 
(2013) and Joosten et al. (2013) or developed from findings of research on creating a 
motivating language classroom invironment (Dörnyei, 2007), faciliating cooperative 
language learning (McDonough, 2004; Nguyen-Phuong-Mai, Terlouw & Pilot, 2012; 
Thanh, 2014; Thanh & Gillies, 2010; Webb & Mastergeorge, 2003) and promoting 
student autonomy in language learning (Benson, 2013; Reinders, 2010). 
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Table 2.2 Pedagogical principles for EFL blended learning 
















- Explicitly introduce teaching 
philosophy and expectation of 
students’ roles emphasising open 
communication and contribution  
- Encourage students to talk about 
reasons, expectations and concerns 
about the course 
- Organise small group discussion 
for students to get acquainted and 
have some mutual understanding of 
one another 
- Take into consideration students’ 
affective factors to design 
stimulating learning tasks and 
encourage students’ learning efforts 
- Explicitly discuss the norms 
regarding accepted behaviours in 
both face-to-face and online 
environments: openness, respect, 
and critique with clues for 
improvements 
 
- Produce an introductory letter or 
a video clip to welcome students 
and inform them about teaching 
philosophy and expectations of 
students’ roles. 
- Create a bio page for students to 
post image and short bios of 
themselves  
- Encourage students to contact 
teacher and peers using online 
communication tools  
- Create Frequently Ask 
Questions (FAQ) online 
- Make online contribution and 
obedience to the norms part of 
course requirement and course 
grade 
- Participate in discussion thread, 
share knowledge and belief  
- Respond to students who 
respond to you 
-Provide a model of complying 




learning and use 
of English for 
communication 
purposes  






- students work 
on learning tasks 
which require 
their cooperation 
- Organise students to work in pairs 
and groups to practise using 
English for genuine communication 
- Design pair and group work 
activities which requires students’ 
positive interdependence: 
individual’s goals can be attained 
when the goals of all members in 
the group are attained 
- Explicitly discuss, analyse and 
demonstrate interpersonal and 
group working skills: communicate 
ideas clearly, respect others, 
maintain academic focus and 
manage conflict. 
- Monitor students’ collaborative 
work to give timely assistance 
- Assess students’ work in pairs and 
groups 
 
- Encourage students to 
communicate in English using 
asynchronous and synchronous 
communication tools 
- Start discussion thread and 
require students’ contribution 
- Encourage students to share and 
contribute to peers’ writing in 
target language. 
- Provide model of successful 
collaborative work and analyse 
the benefits 
- Be regularly present online but 
not take over the discussion; 
rather, provide synthesis and 
encouragement 
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- Provide students with both 
positive and error corrective 
feedback with reference to 
stated objectives, showing 
progress and identify areas for 
improvement and how to 
improve 
- Require students to give 
constructive feedback to their 
peers  
- Encourage students’ learning 
efforts 
- Utilise automatic assessment 
tools to provide formative 
feedback and recommended 
learning materials 
- Use online records and 
assessment features to gain 
more understanding of students’ 
learning and provide them with 
individually relevant feedback 
via asynchronous 
communication tools 




to take control 




and reflection  
 
- Provide training in self-regulated 
learning skills  
- Be explicit about course 
objectives and enable students to 
set up individual learning goals 
aligning with course objectives  
- Be explicit about learning 
objectives, expected learning 
outcomes, methods and criteria for 
assessment of individual learning 
tasks 
- Require students to pay attention 
to teachers’ feedback to peers and 
reflect on own learning  
- Post course syllabus and 
objectives on LMS 
- Encourage students to develop 
list of individual course goals 
using e-journal and enable them 
to review their list periodically  
- Demonstrate examples of 
satisfactory and unsatisfactory 
task performances and 
encourage students’ self-
assessment 
- Provide and analyse examples 
of self-regulated activities 
 - Give students a choice over 
what, when and how to learn 







- Assign appropriate learning 
tasks for individual students in 
class 
- Maximise the use of target 
language but switch to first 
language when necessary to 
facilitate student’s 
comprehension 
- Require students to reflect on 
learning experience and take 
learning preference inventory. 
consider students’ preferences 
when designing courses and 
tasks  
- Provide students with access 
to a variety of learning 
resources in different modes 
(printed, audial, visual), types 
(written, spoken) and at 
different levels and encourage 
them to make use of the 
sources the way they like  
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2.2.4. Benefits of blended learning 
Research on the implementation of blended learning in HE and in language teaching 
and learning indicates that blended learning can bring numerous benefits for three 
main stakeholders of EFL education: students, teachers and HE institutions. 
2.2.4.1 Benefits for EFL students 
Research indicates that blended learning has potential to (i) increase EFL students’ 
access to learning materials; (ii) enhance their interactions with a teacher and other 
learners; (iii) facilitate active and reflective learning; (iv) increase learning 
motivation and (v) improve learning outcomes. In the following paragraphs, these 
benefits will be elaborated further with references to related research. 
First, with the inclusion of online learning components, blended learning can 
provide students with rich sources of language learning materials of different types 
(Grgurović, 2010; Gruba & Hinkleman, 2012; Neumeier, 2005). This can be seen as 
a major benefit in English language teaching and learning in EFL contexts where 
students have limited exposure to English language outside the EFL classes and there 
is a shortage of references and authentic materials for English language learning. 
Authentic materials are spoken or written materials in spoken or written forms, 
which have been produced to serve social and communicative purposes in the 
language community but can be used in teaching or learning the language (Nunan, 
1999; Peacock, 1997). The use of authentic materials offers students a valuable 
source of language input which can enhance students’ acquisition of strategic and 
socio-cultural aspects of language learning. Access to extensive and current online 
resources can provide students with various learning opportunities which otherwise 
are not available to them (Sharpe et al., 2006). 
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Second, blended learning provides students with more opportunities to interact 
with teachers and other learners (Chew, 2009; Giang & Minh, 2014; Joosten et al., 
2013; Ocak, 2011; Reinders, 2012; Taylor & Newton, 2013; Vaughan, 2007; 
Vaughan et al., 2013). Since students can carry out self-study online, more time in 
the face-to-face class can be used to facilitate students’ interactions with teachers and 
peers. Synchronous and asynchronous communication tools online can also enable 
students to interact with their teachers and peers beyond face-to-face classes, and 
online interaction is considered as less threatening by some students due to the 
possibility of using a nickname when communicating online and the ability to reflect 
before composing text in asynchronous communication (Pop & Slev, 2012; Reinders, 
2012; Wajeha Thabit, 2013). From cognitive constructivist and socio-cultural 
perspectives, such interactions can increase and diversify the stimuli students 
receive, which can engage them in high order thinking, cognitive reflection of their 
understanding and co-construction of knowledge (Joosten et al., 2013; Stodel, 
Thompson & MacDonald, 2006). The interactions can also help students realise and 
demonstrate their current learning needs and receive more individualised assistance 
from teachers and peers to improve their learning (Greener, 2008; Lantolf, 2000; 
Sharpe et al., 2006). In addition, students may have opportunities to interact with 
English learners and English speakers in other places through online communities 
(Ushida, 2005). Hence, blended learning offers them with more opportunities to 
engage in real communication in English for language output (Reinders, 2012), 
which is of crucial importance for the development of their English language ability 
(Brandl, 2008; Ellis, 2005). 
Third, blended learning can facilitate students’ active and reflective learning. 
Research has revealed that students prefer blended learning because it provides them 
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the flexibility to work from home and at their own pace (Chew, 2009; Moskal & 
Cavanagh, 2013; Neumeier, 2005; Sharma & Barrett, 2007). As pointed out by 
Joosten et al. (2013), delivering content online provides ample time for students’ 
reflection and enhances their understanding of learning materials since they can 
reread or replay as necessary. The inclusion of online learning components allows 
students to have freedom to choose not only when, but also what and how to study 
EFL, which can be aligned with their learning conditions and styles. Together with a 
wealth of language learning materials online, students can also be provided with 
various types of learning tools such as digital recorder, digital camera, text-to-speech 
converter and automatic speech recognition which can enable students to undertake 
self- study in line with individuals’ learning needs. The employment of such 
functions as programmed instruction, automatic feedback, self-assessment, online 
portfolio, auto-generated assessment and reminders in the online components, can 
enable students to gain understanding, reflect and take control of their own learning. 
Online assessment and reports can also provide teachers with more information about 
individual students’ learning progress and learning problems. Thus, teachers can 
provide students with timely support relevant to individual students to scaffold 
learning. Research shows that the flexibility and the individualised assistance offered 
by a blended learning environment are found to promote students’ ability to take 
responsibility for their own learning (Grgurović, 2010; Larsen, 2012; Pop & Slev, 
2012; Riley et al., 2013).  
Fourth, blended learning can increase students’ participation and learning 
engagement (Vaughan et al., 2013). Research on students’ perspectives in different 
contexts shows that blended learning has a positive effect on reducing dropout and 
withdrawal rates in comparison to purely online or face-to-face classes (Hartman, 
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2010; López-Pérez, Pérez-López & Rodríguez-Ariza, 2011; López-Pérez, Pérez-
López, Rodríguez-Ariza & Argente-Linares, 2013; Vaughan, 2007). Significantly, 
with the employment of computer-based and Internet communication technologies, 
increased interactions with teachers and peers, and the opportunity to control their 
own learning, students find that language learning is interesting and enjoyable in 
blended learning mode (Chew, 2009; Launer, 2010; Marsh, 2012; Reinders, 2012; 
Scida & Saury, 2006; Sharma & Barrett, 2007; Wajeha Thabit, 2013). In their 
research on the implementation of blended learning in 20 HE institutions in America, 
Moskal and Cavanagh (2013) also found that the ease of getting help and the ability 
to review materials whenever they wanted were two of the top five reasons for 
students’ satisfaction with blended learning mode. In Vietnam, a small-scale study 
carried out by Tue and Duyen (2010) on the effectiveness of a given EFL blended 
learning course via students’ feedback indicates that 70 percent of 812 participating 
students were willing to enrol in another EFL course using blended learning 
approaches, suggesting a high level of acceptance of this mode.  
Fifth, blended learning can bring about improvements in students’ academic 
outcomes. It is found that students of blended learning courses perform better at 
exams, write better papers and have higher quality projects compared to students of 
purely face-to-face or online courses (COHERE, 2011; Riley et al., 2013; Vaughan, 
2007). In language education, research also shows that blended learning enhances 
students’ mastery of language knowledge (Scida & Saury, 2006), improves their 
pronunciation (Al Zumor, Al Refaai, Eddin & Al-Rahman, 2013) and oral language 
skills (Wajeha Thabit, 2013), and facilitates the development of students’ socio-
linguistic, intercultural, strategic and pragmatic competence (Vlachos, 2009). Such 
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empirical evidences demonstrate convincingly the potential of blended learning for 
promoting students’ EFL learning. 
2.2.4.2 Benefits for EFL teachers  
Research indicates that blended learning has the potential to (i) facilitate teachers’ 
understanding of individual students’ learning and (ii) promote students’ interactive 
and collaborative learning of English language. In the following paragraphs, these 
benefits will be elaborated. 
First, blended learning provides teachers with opportunities to gain more 
understanding of students’ individual learning to enhance their active and reflective 
learning (Joosten et al., 2013). The employment of online communication tools can 
be used to facilitate interactions between teachers and students beyond face-to-face 
classes (Vaughan et al., 2013). In turn, the interactions enhance quality of  class 
discussion and improve in-depth exploration of students’ acquisition of language 
knowledge and skills (Brown, 2001). Individual students’ online track records and 
the online assessment tools can also provide teachers with information about 
students’ of cognitive and social aspects of students’ learning experiences and assist 
the monitoring of students’ progress. Combining information from such sources, 
teachers can gain more understanding of students’ learning in terms of “what 
students know, how they know it and how they feel about that aspect of their 
experience” (Murphy, 2008, p. 31). Such “understandings of students’ 
understanding” (Murphy, 2008, p. 32) enable teachers to provide students with 
relevant language input and timely feedback to scaffold their active and reflective 
learning of EFL (Giang & Minh, 2014; Larsen, 2012; Ocak, 2011; Wichadee, 2013).  
Second, blended learning environments can also enable teachers to facilitate 
students’ interactive and collaborative learning of English language. The inclusion of 
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online learning components allows teachers greater flexibility in designing lessons 
and learning activities. Since online learning components can be employed to 
facilitate students’ self-study of language knowledge and drill and practices of 
receptive language skills (Launer, 2010), they can allocate more face-to-face class 
time to enhance students’ interactive and collaborative learning. For example, 
teachers can organise students to work in pairs and groups to practise using English 
to express their own ideas and carry out language performances so that their peers 
and teacher can contribute to help improve their performances (Liang & Bonk, 2009; 
Scida & Saury, 2006). Teachers can also encourage students to demonstrate their 
knowledge and understandings of the target language knowledge that they study 
themselves online and stimulate class discussion to enable students to understand key 
concepts or address emerging issues (Joosten et al., 2013). The setting in which 
phases of face-to-face discussion alternates with online learning also enables teachers 
to create more opportunities for students to carry out interactive and collaborative 
learning beyond face-to-face classes (Pop & Slev, 2012). That is, teachers can 
encourage students to use synchronous and asynchronous tools such as chat rooms, 
discussion boards and emails to communicate with one another online, exchanging 
ideas, discussing learning-related issues and practising communicating in English. 
Research shows that the increased opportunities to interact and collaborate with peers 
in learning can enhance students’ engagement in learning (Dörnyei, 2007; Nguyen-
Phuong-Mai et al., 2012) and offer them increased opportunities for language 
practice and language performances which are essential for the development of their 
language ability (Brandl, 2008; Ellis, 2005; Littlewood, 2011).  
In short, a blended learning environment has the potential to assist teachers to 
carry out pedagogical practices to facilitate students’ active, interactive and 
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collaborative learning of the English language. In order to realise such potential, 
teachers need to have a sound knowledge of English language teaching, online 
communication and assessment technologies, and congruent pedagogical strategies 
(Dudeney & Hockly, 2012; Reinders, 2012; Rubio & Thoms, 2014). 
2.2.4.3 Benefits for institutions 
Research shows that blended learning enables HE institutions to (i) accommodate a 
growth in the number and diversity of EFL students and (ii) improve EFL education 
quality. In the following paragraphs, these benefits will be elaborated further with 
references to related research. 
First, blended learning can provide HE institutions with an answer for their 
enrolment pressures or teaching staff and space concerns in EFL education (Rubio & 
Thoms, 2014; Vaughan, 2007). As a result of international integration and the 
development of English into an international language, more attention has been paid 
to EFL education and its quality (Pederson, 2012; Sung & Pederson, 2012), 
particularly at tertiary level. In order to improve EFL education quality, HE 
institutions generally increase the time allocated for EFL education. Thus, together 
with the growth in enrolment (Hicks et al., 2001), the increase in the EFL teaching 
and learning time leads HE institutions to face a shortage of teaching staff and 
classrooms. Blended learning can be a solution for HE institutions in such cases 
since the inclusion of online learning components can help reduce significantly the 
demand for classrooms and quality teaching staff (Moskal et al., 2013; Riley et al., 
2013; Vaughan, 2007).  
Second, blended learning can also enable HE institutions to expand their EFL 
education services to cater for the diverse learning needs of EFL students and 
improve EFL education quality. Different EFL courses can be designed to meet the 
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needs of EFL students who might be different in their English levels, learning 
experiences, preferences in learning styles, learning conditions and learning goals 
(Marsh, 2012; Rubio & Thoms, 2014; Wichadee, 2013). EFL education quality at the 
institutions can also be improved since the combination of online learning and face-
to-face classes enables teachers to improve their teaching pedagogy to better address 
students’ diverse learning needs and foster active, interactive and collaborative 
learning (Larsen, 2012; Pop & Slev, 2012; Scida & Saury, 2006; Wichadee, 2013). 
The employment of blended learning in EFL education is particularly 
recommended for HE institutions in Vietnam given the context of HE reforms, with 
priorities placed on increasing enrolment, improving students’ English language 
ability and employing ICTs to improve teaching pedagogy to promote students’ 
active, creative and independent learning (Vietnamese Government, 2005, 2012). As 
English language is a compulsory subject in most Vietnamese HE institutions, the 
implementation of blended learning in EFL education programs can help 
accommodate the growth in enrolment and the increase in the diversity of students’ 
learning needs. Moreover, since considerable investment has been made in the 
technological infrastructure at institutions, implementation of blended learning might 
enable HE institutions to maximise their utilisation of existing institutional resources 
(Niemiec & Otte, 2010), which in certain circumstance, can reduce costs 
significantly (Porter, Graham, Spring & Welch, 2014; Twigg, 2003).  
Despite the alignment between the potential benefits of blended learning and 
the Vietnamese HE reform objectives, it would be impractical to expect that all the 
benefits are attainable in the Vietnamese context due to the profound influences of 
contextual factors on the actual implementation (Dziuban et al., 2013; Moskal et al., 
2013). However, this study argues that to ensure effective implementation of blended 
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learning, those teachers who are involved in delivering EFL blended learning lessons 
should understand the potential of EFL blended learning for students, teachers and 
institutions. Based on such understanding, the teachers can work out suitable ways to 
realise that potential in their specific teaching context. 
2.2.5. Challenges to implementation of blended learning 
Recent research on the implementation of blended learning in general and in 
language education indicates that the implementation of blended learning in EFL 
education presents numerous challenges in relation to students, teachers and 
institutions. 
2.2.5.1 Challenges originating from students  
The major student-related challenges to the implementation of blended learning 
include (i) students’ lack of knowledge and skills for independent learning and (ii) 
their problems with utilising computer and Internet-based resources. In the following 
paragraphs, these challenges will be elaborated further with references to related 
studies. 
The fundamental requirement for the success of blended learning is that 
students are responsible for and play an active part in learning (Alebaikan, 2010; 
Kaleta, Garnham & Aycock, 2005; Launer, 2010). That is, students are aware of the 
learning objectives and are motivated to achieve the objectives. They also need to 
know their individual learning needs in order to choose necessary learning steps, to 
reflect and evaluate their learning progress and to reorganise the steps if necessary 
(Launer, 2010). However, not many students are able, in early years of their study, to 
carry out the self-regulated learning practices required in a blended learning 
environment. This situation might be due to their previous learning experiences in 
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teacher-centred learning environments at high schools (Alebaikan, 2010). Research 
shows that students face difficulties in managing time and motivating, controlling 
and directing independent learning (Alebaikan, 2010; COHERE, 2011; Launer, 
2010; Moskal & Cavanagh, 2013; Oliver & Stallings, 2014; Stracke, 2007). In 
particular, many students do not realise the importance or the benefits of their self-
study phase online, regarding online learning as optional or less important than 
learning in face-to-face classes (Alebaikan, 2010; Comas-Quinn, 2011; Murphy & 
Southgate, 2011; Orton-Johnson, 2009). Thus, students’ lack of knowledge and skills 
in self-regulated learning can become a major challenge for the implementation of 
blended learning. 
Since students have to employ technologies to study blended courses, their lack 
of experience in employing computer and web-based technology for learning or their 
unfamiliarity with a technology-enhanced learning environment can cause 
difficulties for learning. Research shows that students face with technical problems 
when studying online such as the requirement for additional software or problems 
with Internet connection and assignment submission systems (Chew, 2009; 
Grgurović, 2010; Larsen, 2012; Moskal & Cavanagh, 2013). They also find it 
difficult to make meaning out of materials presented (Oh & Park, 2009), correlate 
online materials with learning in face-to-face classes or identify critical content or 
resources online (Chew, 2009; Taylor & Newton, 2013). Some students report a 
sense of isolation or feeling lost and struggling with technology while undertaking 
blended learning courses (Moskal & Cavanagh, 2013; Reinders, 2012; Taylor & 
Newton, 2013). In language education, the use of synchronous communication tools 
online plays an important role in facilitating students’ interactive speaking skills. 
However, not all EFL students can utilise such tools as Skype, video conference and 
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voice-chat to support their language learning (Murphy & Southgate, 2011). Hence, 
students’ lack of ability and agility to work in technology-enhanced learning 
environment can be another challenge to the implementation of EFL blended 
learning. 
The student-related challenges can be even more extreme in the context of EFL 
education in Vietnam. Students are familiar with a teacher-controlled learning 
environment where they are expected to listen and follow teachers’ instruction to 
learn (An, 2002; Danh & Williamson, 2009). Their tendency to depend on teachers 
for learning motivation and direction  can hinder students from making their own 
decisions on what and how to learn. While the interaction and collaboration with 
teachers and peers is considered as an important potential of blended learning 
environment, the facilitation of this benefit in the Vietnamese HE context is 
challenged by the power distance between teachers and students, students’ respect 
for group harmony, and face-saving concerns that are characterised by Asian culture 
(Hofstede et al., 2010). Other cultural characteristics include that Asian students do 
not often approach teachers to raise their inquiries in learning (Hoa, 2009); they  also 
tend to withhold their own opinions to avoid hurting peers and avoid demonstrating 
their own understanding unless requested (An, 2002; Ashwill & Diep, 2004). In 
addition, many of those students from rural and remote areas have limited experience 
in both learning EFL and employing computer and web-based technologies. 
Research indicates that in order to respond to the challenges and lessen such barriers 
to blended learning implementation, particular attention will be needed to provide 
students with sufficient training and ongoing support to develop their ability to carry 
out active and collaborative learning and utilise technology-assisted learning 
environments effectively.  
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2.2.5.2 Challenges originating from teachers 
The main teacher-related challenges to the implementation of blended learning 
include (i) teachers’ limited pedagogical expertise and ICT skills, and (ii) low 
motivation to develop a sound pedagogical approach. In the following paragraphs, 
these challenges will be discussed further with references to related studies. 
The pedagogical rationale for implementing blended learning, which is the key 
contributing factor for effectiveness of implementation, is to develop a more student-
centred pedagogical approach which addresses students’ diverse learning needs and 
facilitates their active and collaborative learning (COHERE, 2011; Marsh, 2012; 
Niemiec & Otte, 2010; Sanprasert, 2010; Vaughan, 2007). However, for those 
teachers who are familiar with teacher-centred pedagogy, the adoption of a student-
centred approach requires radical changes in teachers’ pedagogical practices. 
Research shows that many teachers show little awareness of their students’ self-study 
periods or have considerable difficulties in integrating students’ self-study periods 
into their teaching in face-to-face classes (COHERE, 2011; Stracke, 2007). Teachers 
also report encountering problems with giving online feedback, facilitating students’ 
online discussion and community, and addressing and managing online problems 
(Alebaikan, 2010; Chew, 2009; Dziuban, Hartman, Juge, Moskal & Sorg, 2006; 
Taylor & Newton, 2013; Vaughan, 2007). Some teachers indicate doubt about the 
quality of blended learning courses (Betts, 2014) and report feelings of isolation 
when teaching in blended format (Moskal & Cavanagh, 2013). In language 
education, Comas-Quinn (2011) reveals that some teachers still focus mainly on 
language accuracy rather than facilitating students’ meaningful and interactive 
communication. They also have poor knowledge of the potential of asynchronous 
communication tools for language learning and prefer face-to-face or real time online 
 Chapter 2: Literature Review 66 
communication with students (Comas-Quinn, 2011). Since teachers play a central 
role in creating and shaping a supportive environment to promote students’ active 
and collaborative learning (Larsen, 2012; Stracke, 2007; Ushida, 2005), their lack of 
knowledge and skills in employing a blended learning environment to promote 
students’ learning is one of the most serious challenges to the implementation of EFL 
blended learning. 
Research also reveals that some teachers have a negative attitude or are 
resistant to the implementation of blended learning (COHERE, 2011; Comas-Quinn, 
2011; Moskal & Cavanagh, 2013; Stracke, 2007). The main reasons for the teachers’ 
resistance lie in the additional workload and the employment of unfamiliar 
technologies to deliver blended learning courses (Benson et al., 2011; Betts, 2014; 
COHERE, 2011; Oh & Park, 2009). For those teachers who are not techno-savvy, 
involvement in blended learning courses requires them to learn new knowledge and 
skills to employ technologies in order to “successfully manage online interaction, 
incorporate new methods of assessment and use tools in the LMS” (Joosten et al., 
2013, p. 174). Teachers are also required to plan their teaching ahead, design new 
learning activities integrating online and face-to-face components and monitor 
students’ learning closely to scaffold their learning (Joosten et al., 2013; Reinders, 
2012). As a result, many teachers find designing and teaching blended learning 
courses too difficult and time consuming (Abelson, 2008; Alebaikan, 2010; Benson 
et al., 2011; Ocak, 2011; Vaughan, 2007). Teachers also find that they have to take 
on new responsibilities and roles when teaching blended courses which significantly 
increase their workload (Betts, 2014; COHERE, 2011; Oh & Park, 2009), which is 
already heavy (Ryan, Tynan & Lamont-Mills, 2013). Therefore, unless teachers are 
provided with sufficient and ongoing support to acquire new knowledge and skills 
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and their efforts in fulfilling new roles and responsibilities when teaching in a 
blended learning environment are recognised or valued, they will not be willing to 
engage in or continue their involvement.  
Teacher-related challenges to the implementation of EFL blended learning can 
be stronger in the context of EFL education and ICT application in HE in Vietnam. 
Although the objective of promoting a student-centred pedagogical approach is high 
in the HE reform agenda (Vietnamese Government, 2005, 2012), there is still a lack 
of understanding about student-centred pedagogy (Canh, 2001; Hieu, 2013; Hoa, 
2009; Hoang & Thao, 2012; Thanh & Renshaw, 2013). In EFL education, even 
though the objective of developing students’ ability to communicate in English and 
carry out independent learning is widely advocated by Vietnamese researcher and 
practitioners (Hoa & Baldauf, 2010; Tin, 2010; Viet, 2008), EFL teaching practices 
are dominantly teacher-centred and focus exclusively on enhancing students’ 
acquisition of language knowledge such as grammar and vocabulary (Hiep, 2005; 
Hoa, 2009; Nunan, 2003; Utsumi & Hau, 2010) due to the influences of traditional 
pedagogy and the existing EFL assessment practices (Danh & Williamson, 2009; 
Tin, 2010; Van, 2009). Regarding ICT application, as pointed out by Peeraer, Tran 
and Tran ( 2009) and Hoang and Thao (2012), since teachers are not well prepared 
professionally and mentally, there is a shortage of teacher confidence and trust in 
ICT employment. Research also indicates that university teachers in Vietnam have 
limited knowledge and skills in employing technology in teaching (Hoang & Thao, 
2012; Huong, 2009; Nhon, 2011; Peeraer & Van Petegem, 2010; Thu et al., 2012). 
Given Vietnamese teachers’ limited understanding of a student-centred pedagogical 
approach and their existing practices of teaching EFL and employing ICT in HE, 
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they need to be provided with extensive training and substantial support to 
implement EFL blended learning effectively. 
2.2.5.3 Challenges originating from HE institutions 
In order to succeed in implementing blended learning, institutions are required to 
reallocate existing resources and revise institutional policies to maintain good 
communication among stakeholders and provide teachers and students with sufficient 
training and ongoing support to enhance their implementation (Dziuban, Hartman et 
al., 2013; Moskal et al., 2013; Niemiec & Otte, 2010). However, research shows that 
there is a lack of awareness and clear policy to support the implementation blended 
learning (COHERE, 2011; Wallace & Young, 2010). In particular, teachers are given 
little training and are not satisfactorily supported in terms of finance for their 
additional work and time to commit to blended learning implementation (Alebaikan, 
2010; Ocak, 2011; Ryan et al., 2013). Teachers also lack release time, professional 
development and technical support to design and deliver blended learning courses 
effectively (Benson et al., 2011; Betts, 2014; Vaughan, 2007). As reported by Betts 
(2014), the lack of institutional support is identified as one key factor inhibiting 
teachers’ participation and retention in blended learning implementation. According 
to Hofmann (2012), inappropriate management strategy due to the lack of 
organisational understanding of blended learning is one of the main reasons blended 
learning has not yet fulfilled its promise.  
Since blended learning implementation relies extensively on the employment 
of computer and web-based technology, it can be challenged by poor technical 
infrastructure at HE institutions: a lack of on-campus Internet coverage and 
additional software to design blended courses (Alebaikan, 2010), a lack of 
technological stability and reliability (Chew, 2009; Comas-Quinn, 2011), and a lack 
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of accessibility to Internet-connected computers (Ocak, 2011). Hence, in order to 
prepare for blended learning implementation, it is imperative for HE institutions to 
upgrade technological infrastructure and make necessary arrangements for access to 
required technology by teachers and students.  
 Institution-related challenges can be huge in the context of ICT application in 
Vietnam. Although high expectations have been placed on the employment of ICT in 
education, the directions and purposes of implementation are neither clear nor well-
established (Peeraer & Van Petegem, 2010, 2012). There is a general lack of 
guidelines, training and support for ICT use at institutional level (Hoang & Thao, 
2012; Peeraer et al., 2009; Thu et al., 2012). Although considerable investment has 
been made to establish or upgrade technological infrastructure, access to ICT 
resources is still rather limited for both teachers and students (Huong, 2009; Thu, 
2011; Thu et al., 2012). Thus, in order to prepare for blended learning, Vietnamese 
HE institutions need to pay much more attention to define implementation goals, 
develop implementation procedures and improve technological infrastructure.  
2.3. TEACHERS’ PERCEPTIONS OF EFL BLENDED LEARNING 
The success of blended learning implementation depends largely on teachers’ 
perceptions of teaching in a blended environment which are shaped by interactive 
influences of their individual and contextual factors. Hence, in this section, research 
on the role of teachers’ perceptions of blended learning implementation and factors 
influencing teacher perceptions of EFL blended learning will be reviewed and 
discussed. 
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2.3.1. The role of teachers’ perceptions in blended learning implementation 
Teachers’ perceptions of teaching play a vital role in education. There are at least 
three suppositions about the role of teachers’ perceptions in improving learning 
effectiveness and teacher professional development in universities. First, there is an 
assumption that the perceptions teachers hold influence their judgements, which in 
turn, affect teaching behaviours and student learning as a result (Borg, 2009; Gerbic, 
2011; Gonzalez, 2010; Lameras, Levy, Paraskakis & Webber, 2012; Martin & 
Ramsden, 1998; Pajares, 1992; Scott, 2014). If teachers believe that the 
implementation of blended learning will bring them specific benefits, they will try to 
implement it (Ottenbreit-Leftwich, Glazewski, Newby & Ertmer, 2010). Otherwise, 
if they cannot see any benefits but are asked to undertake blended courses, they may 
not devote themselves wholeheartedly to the implementation (Bohle Carbonell, 
Dailey-Hebert & Gijselaers, 2013; Niemiec & Otte, 2010).  
Second, there is a belief that improvements in university teaching must be 
underpinned by a particular approach to teaching, for example, student-centredness, 
that is likely to lead to high quality students’ learning outcomes (Gonzalez, 2013; 
Gow & Kember, 1993; Prosser & Trigwell, 1999). This claim has been demonstrated 
by many studies providing that teachers’ adoption of a predominantly transmission 
approach in teaching discourages students from practising deep approaches to 
learning (Bliuc, Casey, Bachfischer, Goodyear & Ellis, 2012; Ellis, Steed & 
Applebee, 2006; Gonzalez, 2010; Gow & Kember, 1993). A “deep approach” is 
defined as an attempt to make sense of content, while a “surface approach” is 
considered as attempting to remember content (Gibbs & Coffey, 2004; Marton & 
Saljo, 1976). As a result, it is suggested that research into university teachers' 
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perceptions of teaching is grounded in the understanding that teaching approaches 
drive teachers' practices (Kane, Sandretto & Heath, 2002).  
Third, there is an assumption that providing teachers with teaching and 
technological skills without taking into consideration what they think and believe 
about the usefulness of such skills has limited potential in terms of improving 
teaching and learning (Benson et al., 2011; Lawless & Pellegrino, 2007; Ocak, 
2011). Thus, teacher professional development programs need to be designed based 
on a comprehension of teachers’ perceptions and influencing factors, to ensure the 
effectiveness and appropriateness of the programs. 
Research shows that teachers and their perceptions play an extremely 
important role in blended learning implementation (Dziuban et al., 2013; Garrison & 
Vaughan, 2013; VanDerLinden, 2014). In order to adapt their teaching pedagogy to 
optimise support for student learning, teachers are required to take on additional 
workload when investing time on acquiring new technological and teaching skills or 
preparing blended learning lessons (Benson et al., 2011; Kaleta et al., 2005; Lefoe & 
Hedberg, 2006; Riley et al., 2013). Not every teacher is fully aware of the benefits of 
blended learning and willing to become involved in the required supplementary skill 
development (Betts, 2014). Teachers’ sceptical perspective of the benefits and the 
challenges they may face while teaching in blended environments can hinder 
successful delivery of blended courses. The reason is that teachers who have a 
positive attitude towards technology would be more inclined to experiment and more 
willing to integrate technology into teaching (Samarawickrema & Stacey, 2007). At 
VIUni, there is little information about how EFL teachers perceive and practise 
blended learning and what factors contribute to their perception and practices of 
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teaching in that environment. For successful implementation of blended learning, it is 
necessary to explore these issues in depth. 
2.3.2. Factors influencing teachers’ perceptions of EFL blended learning 
Perception is generally understood as how people view and interpret the world 
around them. Perception may take place via two mechanisms, namely bottom-up 
processing (Bernstein, 2013; Gibson, 1966) and top-down processing (Gregory, 
1970; Rookes & Willson, 2000). Bottom-up processing (data-driven processing) 
considers that perception primarily depends on information about the stimulus that 
comes to the brain from sensory receptors (Bernstein, 2013). Bottom-up theories rely 
on the belief that the environment has enough information for perceivers to make 
sense of the world in a direct way (Gibson, 1966). In other words, perception can 
occur automatically without requiring any cognitive processes (Gibson, 1966). The 
limitation of this approach is that it does not explain the needed mechanisms for 
gathering information available in the stimulus or the role of perceivers’ experiences 
(Rock, 1983). Hence, the learning process based on this approach would be very 
slow (Eggen & Kauchak, 2007). 
In contrast, top-down processing (concept-driven processing) posits the 
influence of higher cognitive processes on what we actually perceive (Rookes & 
Willson, 2000). Constructivist theorists believe that sensory information from an 
environment is insufficient to explain how people interpret the information (Gregory, 
1990). In other words, when perceiving an object, we do not simply respond to the 
physical stimulation, but we often relate it to our cognitive schemata and interpret it 
according to our personal experiences (Sainn & Ugwuegbu, 1980). Furthermore, 
human beings function in a cultural environment where knowledge is constructed 
(Rookes & Willson, 2000). Thus, perceptions are derived as a result of social 
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experiences and interactions within school, family and religion (Markus & Kitayama, 
1991). From cognitive constructivist and socio-cultural perspectives, the assumptions 
of perception relating to this study have been proposed as follows. 
Firstly, perception is an active process, meaning that the perceiver pays attention to 
certain stimuli through his or her perceptual screen and ignorance of any distractions 
(Eggen & Kauchak, 2007; Purkey & Schmidt, 1987). As a result, we can limit the 
possibilities that we have to process at a given time and we can make quick 
inferences about actions around us (Hoy & Margetts, 2012). What people pay 
attention to is partially guided by their beliefs, knowledge and cultural background 
(Hoy & Margetts, 2012; Purkey & Schmidt, 1987; Rookes & Willson, 2000). In the 
field of technology in education, teachers’ perception of the innovation is strongly 
influenced by their knowledge (Dashtestani, 2014; Georgina & Hosford, 2009; 
Georgina & Olson, 2008; Ocak, 2011), and the institutional and national culture 
where the teachers work (Ertmer & Ottenbreit-Leftwich, 2010). These issues will be 
discussed and explored in-depth in this study. In addition, the participant teachers 
have been encouraged to focus their attention on the blended learning concept, the 
challenges and advantages of its methods to the current situation of Vietnamese 
higher education. 
Secondly, the primary purpose of perception is to guide action (Gibson, 
1979). When perceiving something, the perceiver often forms hypotheses in order to 
decide what is actually happening (Bruner, 1973; Purkey & Novak, 1996). Once 
people anticipate what is going on, they can respond appropriately. Relating to this 
study, the teachers’ perceptions of blended learning may influence their behaviours 
in that environment, for example, behavioural intention to use or reject blended 
learning as teaching and learning tools (Alebaikan & Troudi, 2010). The chosen 
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behaviours are based on the influences that subjective or cultural norms have on the 
selection of information for process (Vuckovic, 2008) and the complexity of the task, 
for example, the ease of use of technology (Venkatesh, Morris, Davis & Davis, 
2003). 
Thirdly, perception is cognition and learning itself includes perceptual 
development (Gibson, 1991). Hence, constructivism can be adopted as the theoretical 
foundation for investigating factors that influence teachers’ perceptions of blended 
learning in this study. In the first place, based on cognitive constructivism, teacher 
perceptual development is a self-regulated process. As a result, individual cognitive 
factors including teachers’ knowledge, beliefs and prior experiences perform a 
powerful role in the process of forming teachers’ perceptions of blended learning. 
Additionally, there is the fact that individuals’ interactions with others in society not 
only directly affect their perception (Rookes & Willson, 2000) but also facilitate their 
learning process (Vygotsky, 1978). Thus, social cultural factors including the 
educational culture, institutional context and the social needs for blended learning 
will be probed in this study. As discussed in section 2.2.2, there is an interplay 
between individual and social factors. Figure 2.1 presents the characteristics of both 
the theories and their links with the factors in this study. Regarding the individual 
factors, the study focused on investigating teachers’ knowledge, not on their beliefs 
and prior experiences due to the time constraint, but on the fact that teachers’ beliefs 
and prior experience can be well demonstrated through their knowledge.. 
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2.3.3. Teachers’ knowledge in teaching EFL in blended learning 
environments 
Piaget (1954) argued that individuals construct new knowledge from their previous 
experience through the processes of assimilation and accommodation. This 
highlights the role of knowledge in forming human perception. Prior knowledge 
helps perception in two ways. On the one hand, the perceiver uses his/her known 
knowledge to select information, analyses and organises it in his/her cognitive 
scheme; as a result, his schemata are enriched (Piaget, 1985). On the other hand, 
prior knowledge helps the perceiver analyse the stimuli into features or components 
and he/she can pick out the distinctive features of the stimuli (Hoy & Margetts, 
2012). Thus, what people know affects what people can perceive (Hoy & Margetts, 
2012). 
Constructivism 
Cognitive constructivism Social constructivism 
Socio-cultural factors 
 Cultural factors 
 Social factors 





Teachers’ perceptions of 
teaching EFL in a blended 
learning environment 
Figure 2.1. Factors influencing EFL teachers’ perceptions of blended learning from 
constructivist views. 
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In a blended learning environment, EFL teachers’ knowledge encompasses 
knowledge of technology used in that environment (technological knowledge-TK), 
knowledge of teaching methodologies and classroom management strategies 
(pedagogical knowledge-PK), and knowledge of the English language (content 
knowledge-CK) (Mishra & Koehler, 2006). Teaching blended learning courses 
requires teachers to understand the mutually reinforcing relationships between 
technological, pedagogical and content knowledge, which has been referred to as the 
TPACK (Technological, Pedagogical and Content Knowledge) framework, as 
proposed by Mishra & Koehler (2006). In EFL education, in other words, teachers 
are required to combine knowledge of English language (as required in the 
curriculum), knowledge of pedagogy (English language teaching), and knowledge of 
ICT (how ICT can be employed to teach English language) to create appropriate 
methods to make students’ English learning more meaningful and effective. These 
components of the TPACK model are illustrated in Figure 2.2 with discussion. 
 
Figure 2.2. Components of the TPACK framework (reproduced graphic from Mishra and Koehler, 
2006). 
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2.3.3.1 Teachers’ Content Knowledge (CK) 
Content knowledge (CK) refers to knowledge of specific subject matter to be learned 
or taught (Koehler & Mishra, 2009). According to Shulman (1986), CK includes 
knowledge of concepts, theories, ideas, organisational framework, knowledge of 
evidence and proof, and knowledge of established practices and approaches towards 
developing such knowledge. In this study, CK refers to knowledge of what aspects of 
English language need to be taught to students to help them communicate 
successfully across cultures in both verbal and non-verbal forms. As such it 
encompasses linguistic components (morphology, phonetics, pragmatics, semantics, 
and syntax), macro and micro language skills, communication strategies, and 
sociocultural knowledge (Canale & Swain, 1980; Dörnyei & Scott, 1997; Hoa, 2008; 
Littlewood, 2011; Minh, 2011; Tarone, 1980). In English language teaching, CK also 
includes teachers’ level of English proficiency (Richards, 2012; Silva, 2012). 
According to Richards (2012), EFL teachers need to have reached a threshold level 
of English proficiency in order to teach the subject otherwise they will be more 
dependent on teaching resources and less likely to be able to engage in 
improvisational teaching (Medgyes, 2001). 
In Vietnam, the objective of developing students’ communicative competence 
in English has been identified and advocated by authorities and language educational 
practitioners (Vietnamese Government, 2008; Nunan, 2003; Wright, 2002). 
However, research shows that emphasis is mainly placed on linguistic components 
such as English grammar rules or vocabulary rather than communication skills and 
cultural knowledge (Hiep, 2005; Hoa, 2009; Utsumi & Hau, 2010). The reasons for 
the situation are found to relate to teachers’ lack of English language competence and 
proper understanding of language teaching and learning, traditional pedagogy, the 
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English language assessment system, and the lack of an English communicative 
environment which will be discussed further in the section about teachers’ 
pedagogical content knowledge (Bock, 2000; Canh, 2001; Hung, 2006; Huong & 
Hiep, 2010). Realising the influences of teachers’ English language competence on 
their ELT, the MOET’s recent guideline on the execution of the National Foreign 
Language Project 2020 requires all HE institutions to assess the English language 
proficiency of their EFL teachers to provide necessary professional development to 
assist the teachers obtain required level of English proficiency to teach English 
language at tertiary level (MOET, 2012b). In particular, EFL teachers at universities 
are required to have at least C1 level according to Common European Framework 
Reference (equal to IELTS 7.0). 
2.3.3.2 Teachers’ Pedagogical Knowledge (PK) 
Pedagogical knowledge is a generic form of knowledge which includes knowledge 
about techniques or methods to be used in the classroom, the nature of the target 
audience and strategies for evaluating students’ understanding (Koehler & Mishra, 
2009). Thus, effective teaching requires teachers to have an understanding of 
cognitive, social and developmental theories of learning and how they apply to 
students (ibid.). Since the emergence of constructivist learning theory, any innovative 
approach to teaching and learning including blended learning is inevitably framed 
from a constructivist perspective (Garrison & Vaughan, 2008). Thus, in order to 
implement blended learning effectively, teachers need an understanding of 
constructivist learning theory and pedagogical practices developed based on the 
theory. Such PK includes an understanding of (i) students as the agent or active 
constructors of learning, (ii) the role of social interactions in students’ learning and 
(iii) the role of teachers which is more than guiding but also scaffolding students’ 
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learning (Chickering & Gamson, 1978; Murphy, 2008). From a constructivist 
perspective, therefore, teachers need to know pedagogical strategies for fostering 
active and self-regulated learning, facilitating student interactions with peers, 
assessing students’ learning to identify and address learning needs, providing 
feedback on relevant and timely aspects of students’ learning, and showing them 
what they need to do to progress towards a given learning objective (Chickering & 
Gamson, 1987; Humphreys & Wyatt, 2013; Murphy, 2008; Reinders, 2010; Thanh, 
2014b; Thanh & Renshaw, 2013).  
In Vietnam, one of the objectives in higher education reform is to introduce 
and promote a learner-centred approach to teaching and learning (Harman & Bich, 
2010; Hien, 2000; Vietnamese Government, 2005). Yet, the introduction of the 
approach just merely outlines an abstract idea about learner-centred teaching 
(Richards, 2004). The main focus seems to be placed on requiring students to work 
cooperatively and collaboratively with each other and emphasising that Vietnamese 
teachers take the role of facilitators to student learning instead of sole knowledge 
providers (Hien, 2000; Thanh, 2010). There seems to be a vague understanding about 
specific pedagogical practices and techniques that Vietnamese teachers need to carry 
out to facilitate students’ learning (Hieu, 2013).  
2.3.3.3 Teachers’ Technological Knowledge (TK) 
The integration of face-to-face and online learning requires teachers to have some 
advanced knowledge and skills related to computers and online tools. Teachers need 
to have some technological expertise, firstly to perform their tasks, then to train or to 
support their students (Davis & Fill, 2007; Donnelly, 2009). Research has shown that 
the direction of blended learning and its implementation greatly depends on teacher’s 
technological skills (Conceicao, 2006; Dziuban, Hartman & Moskal, 2007). It has 
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also indicated that teachers who are fluent in the technologies, including courseware, 
will be successful in teaching with blended approaches (Georgina & Olson, 2008). 
However, it is not easy to deal with technological issues since technology is always 
in “a state of flux” (Koehler & Mishra, 2009). In addition, teacher technological 
knowledge should encompass understanding “information technology broadly 
enough to apply it productively at work … to recognize when information 
technology can assist or impede the achievement of a goal, and to continually adapt 
to changes in information technology” (Koehler & Mishra, 2009, p. 15).  
In a wide range of computer applications, however, it is difficult to equip 
teachers with specific technological knowledge for teaching English in blended 
learning environments. At the early stage of blended learning implementation, it is 
necessary, for teachers and course developers to be aware of the required computer-
related skills. The required skills can be synthesised as follows (Cole & Foster, 2007; 
Garrison & Vaughan, 2008; Imbernón-Muñoz, Silva-García & Guzmán-Valenzuela, 
2011; Son, 2011): 
 Word processing skills: using Word for Windows, inserting comments  
 Online course content: adding and revising course content 
 User management: enrolling, listing, setting up groups 
 Communication tools: using email, forum, chat-room, blogs, social tools 
 Multimedia skills: graphic design; download, upload and manipulate 
audio, video files  
 Assessment tools: online quizzes and surveys 
 Site design and functionality: creating website, add link or navigation 
buttons 
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 Troubleshooting basic student technology issues: login and password 
problems; connectivity; installing software. 
In Vietnam, studies carried out by Thu (2011), Thu, Nicholas and Lewis 
(2012), Ngoc (2005) and Peeraer and Van Petegem (2010) show that teachers have 
limited knowledge and competence in using such ICT functionalities. According to 
Thu (2011), most of the language teachers in his study could only use word 
processing, presentation software and email to communicate with other colleagues or 
students.  
2.3.3.4 Teachers’ Pedagogical Content Knowledge (PCK) 
Pedagogical content knowledge (PCK) refers to the knowledge of pedagogy 
applicable to the teaching of a specific discipline and knowing how elements of 
content can be arranged for better teaching (Mishra & Koehler, 2006). It 
encompasses an understanding of “students’ preconceptions and learning difficulties, 
and includes the most useful forms of representation, the most powerful analogies, 
illustrations, examples, explanations, demonstration and other ways of representing 
and formulating the subject in forms that are comprehensible to learners” (Angeli & 
Valanides, 2009, p. 155). In this study, PCK is knowledge about English language 
teaching (ELT) approaches, methods and strategies.  
Knowledge of ELT methodology is important in the development of teaching 
strategies because it combines other domains of English teaching such as knowledge 
of language learning and teaching theories, learners, content and context (Galbraith, 
1998; Richards, 1998). Although various language learning theories and teaching 
approaches have been adopted to develop CALL technologies (Chapelle, 2009), the 
approach which profoundly influences the employment of blended learning in 
English language education is Communicative Language Teaching (CLT) which 
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emphasises the need to provide students with opportunities to interact and 
communicate in English language with a real audience (Marsh, 2012; Reinders, 
2012; Richards & Rodgers, 2001). However, as an approach CLT simply specifies 
the general “assumption and beliefs” about language and language learning 
(Richards & Rodgers, 2001, p. 19), which can be interpreted in teaching techniques 
and strategies in different ways under the influence of sociocultural contexts (Ellis, 
1996; Kramsch & Sullivan, 1996). Interpretations of CLT in language teaching 
practices generally identify the following key pedagogical principles. As can be seen, 
the proposed principles for language teaching emphasise the need to (1) take into 
consideration differences in students’ learning needs, (2) provide students with rich 
and relevant input, (3) provide ample opportunities for language output, and (4) 
support students’ collaborative learning and (5) provide students with constructive 
feedback on their learning (Brandl, 2008; Canale & Swain, 1980; Cazden, 2001; 
Ellis, 2005, 2012; Littlewood, 2011; Nunan, 2004). 
In Vietnam, under the impact of historical, political, social and economic 
factors, ELT has considerably increased in popularity since the latter half of the 
1990s. The two approaches and methods that greatly influence ELT in Vietnam 
include the grammar-translation method and communicative language teaching 
(Bock, 2000; Canh, 2001; Hiep, 2005; Huong & Hiep, 2010; Hung, 2005; Nunan, 
2003). 
The grammar-translation method organises and presents language knowledge 
and capabilities in a systematic sequence based on logical formulae, structures, 
networks, rules, or schemas. Within this method, language is viewed as a “system of 
structurally related elements for the coding of meaning” (Richards & Rodgers, 2001, 
p. 20) and language learning is given priority to master elements of this system, 
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which includes the systematic study of grammar, vocabulary, phonology, and 
morphology. Correctness and accuracy in reading, writing, listening, and speaking is 
pursued (Celce-Murcia, 2001). Language teachers who subscribe to these views of 
knowledge and knowledge acquisition believe that language is best taught through 
“sequenced patterns of instruction, the reinforcement of correct language use, and the 
correction of erroneous language production” (Herrera & Murry, 2005, p. 178). 
Thus, language teaching and learning is teacher-centred: teachers impart knowledge 
about language for students to receive and remember. 
By contrast, CLT emphasises meaning and genuine communication in the 
classroom, with communication itself being the focus of the learning process (Hall, 
2011). The approach “starts from a communicative model of language and language 
use, and seeks to translate this into a design for an instructional system, for materials, 
for teacher and learner roles and behaviours, and for classroom activities and 
techniques” (Richards & Rodgers, 2001, p. 158). Since it first appeared in the late 
1960s, CLT has experienced a number of different phases. The first phase was 
considered as a transitional period between the structural and socio-cognitive views 
of language learning. In this phase, ELT contains a mixture of explicit explanation of 
language points and practice activities with defined teaching content (Ellis, 2005). 
The assumption is, “learners must not only learn English, they must also learn how to 
use it” (Howatt, 1984, p. 287). Thus, there were proposals for developing syllabuses 
that were compatible with the notion of communicative competence rather than 
grammar structures (Wilkins, 1976). This phase was named the Functional-Notional 
approach (Richards & Rogers, 2001) or a “weak” communicative approach (Howatt, 
1984), since ELT focused more on “the teaching of communication” rather than on 
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“engaging learners in authentic acts of communication in the classroom” (Ellis, 
2005).  
Current versions of CLT including Content-based Instructions and Task-based 
Language Teaching can be considered as “strong” forms of CLT (Richards & 
Rogers, 2001), since it is claimed that language is acquired through communication 
(Howatt, 1984) or “language is learned by using it” (Hall, 2011, p. 94). Within this 
approach, language is seen as a “vehicle for the realisation of interpersonal relations 
and for the performance of social transactions between individuals” (Richards & 
Rodgers, 2001, p. 21). Students are expected to play an active role in and be 
responsible for their own learning (Breen & Candlin, 1980). Correspondingly, 
teachers are less dominant in teaching. They are sometimes facilitators in the 
communication process, sometimes independent participants within the learning-
teaching group, or sometimes counsellors (Breen & Candlin, 1980; Richards & 
Rogers, 2001). As a consequence, learning activities are selected according to how 
well they engage the learners in meaningful and authentic language use (Richards & 
Rodgers, 2001). This interactive view of language is in line with the socio-cognitive 
view of learning that knowledge is not fixed and prescribed but is contextually and 
interactively variable and constructed. Learners are not external to the knowledge 
process, but gain knowledge through a guided or independent construction of 
meanings from experience and through their interactions with their environments 
(Herrera & Murry, 2005).  
With its dominant features of teacher-centeredness and knowledge 
transmission, the grammar-translation method seems to be compatible with 
Vietnamese traditional teaching pedagogy which is profoundly influenced by the 
Confucian teaching ideology. However, due to its basic principles of being student-
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centred and aiming at developing students’ language ability for communicative 
purposes, the CLT approach has been widely advocated by Vietnamese language 
educators. Nevertheless, a number of barriers militate against the application of CLT 
in Vietnam, such as the influence of educational tradition characterised by 
knowledge-transmission and teacher-centeredness, teachers’ lack of training in CLT, 
and students’ low English proficiency (Bock, 2000; Canh, 2001; Hiep, 2007; Hoa, 
2009; Lewis & McCook, 2002). As a consequence, CLT seems to be adopted at a 
surface level despite the fact that new teacher training programs have been designed 
and delivered to both pre- and in-service teachers in order to change their teaching 
pedagogy (Van, 2009). Due to various individual and social factors, EFL teachers in 
Vietnam have different understandings and practices of ELT which can belong to 
either the grammar-translation method, or weak or strong forms of CLT. 
2.3.3.5 Teachers’ Technological Content Knowledge (TCK) 
In general, technological content knowledge refers to the body of knowledge that 
teachers have to use specific technology to change the way students practise and 
understand concepts in a specific content area (Koehler & Mishra, 2008). In 
language teaching, technological content knowledge is the knowledge that teachers 
have about the target language and its culture as required by curriculum and how 
technology can be used to create new presentations for this knowledge (van Olphen, 
2008).  
Obtaining technological content knowledge involves more than just computer 
skills (Compton, 2009; Hampel & Stickler, 2005). The listed technological skills in 
Section 2.3.3.3 are only prerequisites for teaching any online or blended learning 
courses. EFL teachers are required to incorporate technological knowledge with 
English language teaching knowledge to critically analyse which technologies can be 
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employed to facilitate the teaching and learning of specific language areas or skills. 
In other words, language teachers should build upon their knowledge as technology 
users, be familiar with different software applications and have the ability to choose 
a suitable application to match a specific language learning task (Compton, 2009). 
Due to rapid advances in the field of technology, teachers also need to continually 
update their technological content knowledge to ensure the most effective utilisation 
of technologies for language educational purposes. 
In a recent review of the application of technologies in second and foreign 
language education and effectiveness, Golonka et al. (2014) showed that 
technologies used in language education can be categorised into four main types. 
These include (i) in-house or classroom-based technologies such as Learning 
Management Systems (LMS); interactive white boards, e-portfolios; (ii) individual 
study tools such as electronic dictionaries, intelligent tutoring system, grammar 
checker, Automatic Speech Recognition (ASR), pronunciation programs, corpus, 
concordance; (iii) network-based social computing technologies such as virtual 
world, virtual audience, chat, social network, blog, Internet forum, wiki and (iv) 
mobiles and portable devices such as tablet PC, iPod, smartphone. The review also 
collects abundant evidence to support computer-assisted pronunciation training, 
particularly ASR and the use of chat to provide learners with opportunities for 
language production and its complexities (Golonka et al., 2014). Thus, in order to 
implement blended learning EFL courses effectively, teachers need to possess sound 
knowledge about the affordances of the use of first three types of technologies in 
teaching particular language areas and skills, particularly technologies with evidence 
of their effectiveness in foreign language education. 
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In Vietnam to date, there have been two studies related to EFL teacher’ TCK 
(Huong, 2009; Thu et al., 2012). The studies tend to show that EFL teachers have 
little knowledge about technologies or software which can be utilised in ELT. The 
study on the adoption of technologies in teaching by novice EFL teachers indicates 
that “teachers seem to be unaware of or overlook useful computer applications in 
ELT” (Huong, 2009, p. 103). Similarly, EFL teachers in the study carried out by Thu 
et al. (2012) reported difficulties in using specific Internet-based software (e.g. Hot 
Potatoes) and computer-based technologies (e.g. voice recording, editing multimedia 
files) to support language teaching. According to Thu et al. (2012), the lack of TCK 
among EFL teachers originates from the lack of appropriate ICT training, since 
“[technological] workshops [for EFL teachers] take place on ad-hoc basis and cover 
only basic and generic skills such as Internet searching, Word processing and 
PowerPoint presentation” (p. 5). 
2.3.3.6 Teacher Technological Pedagogical Knowledge (TPK) 
According to Mishra and Koehler (2006), teachers’ technological pedagogical 
knowledge refers to their knowledge of the existence and affordances of technologies 
in teaching and learning and the possible changes in the way teaching and learning 
can be carried out as a result of technological employment. This knowledge domain 
is critically important for teaching with technologies since most computer software 
or tools are not designed for educational purposes. Teachers need to have deep 
understanding of the constraints and affordances of different technologies in teaching 
specific subject matter in order to repurpose them for their own specific pedagogical 
purposes.  
In Vietnam, technology is an important element of the education reform agenda 
as an object of education as well as an important pedagogical tool for changing 
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teaching methodology towards student-centredness (MOET, 2000; 2001; 2005). 
However, efforts seem to mainly focus on the establishment of infrastructure to 
secure greater access to ICT (UNESCO, 2003). Practical ideas about the expected 
changes in teaching pedagogy are still missing and no models, best practices or 
guidelines are yet available (Hoang & Thao, 2012; Peeraer et al., 2009). Thus, 
educators generally know little about how technologies can be used as a teaching tool 
and their use of technologies in teaching is rather limited (Peeraer & Van Petegem, 
2010). The most common software used in teaching is the Microsoft PowerPoint 
(Peeraer & Van Petegem, 2010; Thu, 2011; Thu et al., 2012) which seems to 
replicate or support traditional teaching practices featuring knowledge transmission 
and teacher-centeredness.  
2.3.3.7 Technological Pedagogical and Content Knowledge (TPCK) 
According to Koehler and Mishra (2008 ), TPCK is an integrated form of knowledge 
that goes beyond the three components of content, pedagogy, and technology. TPCK 
is essential for effective teaching with technologies (Koehler, Mishra & Yahya, 
2007) since it enables teachers to make use of technology affordances to modify 
teaching content and pedagogy to facilitate students’ learning (Benson & Ward, 
2013). 
Interpretation of the necessary TPCK set out by Koehler and Mishra (2008 ) 
indicates that effective teaching of English language in a blended learning 
environment requires an understanding of (i) the representation of English language 
teaching concepts using technologies; (ii) English language teaching techniques that 
use technologies in constructive ways to develop students’ language competence; 
(iii) knowledge of what facilitates or hinders students’ development of language 
competence and how technology can help reduce some common problems that 
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students face; (iv) knowledge of students’ prior knowledge and language learning 
theories; and (v) knowledge of how emerging digital technologies can be used to 
extend existing knowledge and to develop new epistemologies or reinforce previous 
ones.  
According to Rubio and Thoms (2014) and Golonka et al. (2014), effective 
implementation of blended learning can bring about revolutionary changes in the 
teaching and learning of EFL. With the employment of multimedia technologies, 
blended learning can facilitate the presentation of different cultural and linguistic 
knowledge and skills necessary for the learning of English language (Levy, 2009). 
By providing students with rich and relevant input and various opportunities to 
produce output and receive constructive feedback through social interactions with 
peers and teachers in both online and face-to-face environment, blended learning can 
engage students in learning and enable students to take control over their 
development of English language knowledge and skills. It can also help mitigate the 
problems with the lack of communicative environment and culture-originated 
barriers such as face-saving concerns and power-distance between teachers and 
students (Hofstede et al., 2010; Strother, 2003). However, ineffective implementation 
of blended learning can result in various problems including inappropriate input, 
shallow interactions, inaccurate feedback, students’ distraction from learning tasks 
and learning objectives, and their frustration with software and hardware (Golonka et 
al., 2014; Stein & Graham, 2014). Thus, teachers need to have a deep knowledge 
about the affordances and constraints of blended learning in EFL education.  
To date, little is known about Vietnamese EFL teachers’ TPACK. However, as 
discussed in the above sections, EFL teachers in higher education in Vietnam seem 
to have inadequate knowledge about what needs to be taught to students and how to 
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teach to develop student English language competence. They also seem to lack 
knowledge about second language learning theories and about the technologies 
which can be used in ELT. Their TPACK of teaching English in a blended learning 
environment would be highly limited. In the study on factors influencing EFL novice 
teachers’ adoption of technologies in the classroom practices, Huong (2009) revealed 
that novice teachers did not have enough knowledge about how to apply technologies 
in English language teaching. In another study, Thu (2011) also found that EFL 
teachers could use some basic applications such as Internet searching or Microsoft 
Office, but the usage is limited in which a drill and practice method is primarily 
applied for preparing lessons or designing activities. Although there can be a gap 
between teachers’ TPCK and their actual use of technologies in teaching (Imbernón-
Muñoz et al., 2011), there seem to be a lack of TPACK among EFL teachers in 
Vietnam, which influences their perceptions and experiences of implementing 
blended learning in EFL education at tertiary level.  
2.3.4. The socio-cultural context of Vietnam higher education 
Socio-cultural context plays an important role in forming EFL teachers’ perceptions 
of blended learning. “The intercultural, social, and organizational contexts in which 
they [teachers] live and work” largely influences their use of ICT in ELT (Somekh, 
2008, p. 450). In the context of Vietnam higher education, several cultural, social and 
institutional factors have been identified as impeding as well as facilitating teachers’ 
employment of blended learning. In the following section, these factors and their 
influence will be discussed. 
2.3.4.1 Cultural factors 
Vietnamese English language education has been profoundly influenced by the 
country’s cultural values. The core values which are of significance to this study 
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include respect for teachers and teachers’ knowledge, and appreciation of individual 
learning effort and achievement through examination (Ashwill & Diep, 2004; Hang, 
2010; Huong & Fry, 2004; Tuong, 2002). These values have both positive and 
negative influences on the teachers’ perceptions and implementation of blended 
learning. 
Vietnamese teachers are highly respected not only as knowledge transmitters 
but also as an important source of knowledge (Ngan, 2011; Thanh, 2010). Thus, the 
teachers have authority over the knowledge input brought to the class and they are 
expected to be more knowledgeable than their students (Ashwill & Diep, 2004; Danh 
& Williamson, 2009). This respect, however, may exert negative impacts on EFL 
teachers’ perception of blended learning. In teaching in a blended environment, 
teachers are faced with high level of uncertainty and risk (Hoa, 2009; Hofstede et al., 
2010). As teachers shift control of learning activities to students, they may not be 
well-prepared for what the students expect from them. Being inexperienced, teachers 
may not have skills in employing ICT in teaching productively. Such incidences may 
mean teachers risk losing face and respect from students. This may be attributed to 
the fact that teachers often use ICT for presentation of their prepared lessons and 
rarely perform high levels of computer skills such as voice threads or video editing 
software in EFL classrooms (Thu, 2011). 
The cultural respect for teachers’ knowledge can also impede teachers from 
implementing blended learning due to its impacts on students’ learning habits. 
Students in blended learning courses need to be responsible for and play an active 
role in their own learning (Alebaikan, 2010). However, Vietnamese students seem to 
be passive in learning, relying on the teacher for both learning motivation and 
content acquisition (Danh & Williamson, 2009; Huyen, 1995; Nguyen-Phuong-Mai, 
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Terlouw & Pilot, 2005; Tuong, 2002). Students also tend to appreciate the learning 
opportunities offered by teachers rather than by their peers. Moreover, their reliance 
on teachers for the ultimate solution for the learning problems they face as well as in 
their discussion with peers leads to students’ undervaluing opportunities to develop 
collaborative learning, negotiating and self-learning skills (Thanh, 2010). 
 Vietnamese people also appreciate individual learning effort and achievement 
through examination. Since learning is generally considered as an important way to 
gain success and social status (Anh, 2004), students are expected to work hard both 
in class and at home (Lewis & McCook, 2002). It is also important for students to 
demonstrate their knowledge and expertise in competitive examinations so that they 
can be offered opportunities for further study and better occupation. The cultural 
appreciation of students’ learning effort might encourage teachers to focus on mainly 
on increasing the quantity of learning opportunities offered to students in blended 
learning environment rather than the quality or appropriateness of the opportunities. 
Meanwhile, providing students with relevant language input is found to be of crucial 
importance for assuring the effectiveness of English language teaching and learning 
activities (Brandl, 2008; Ellis, 2005). In addition, the cultural appreciation of paying 
attention to individuals’ educational achievement mainly through examination can 
result in a high level of competition in learning. Many students, particularly high 
achievers, are unwilling to share their knowledge and experiences with others, 
considering it as their competitive edge. As such, interactions among students may 
not create the learning opportunities they need to progress. As a result, blended 
learning may not bring the results expected, which may affect teachers’ perception of 
it. 
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The cultural respect for teachers and teachers’ knowledge, however, can create 
positive impacts on teachers’ perception of blended learning. Teachers can be 
motivated to learn from their colleagues’ success in delivering blended lessons or 
participate in the informal “exchange of good practice” between teachers 
(MacDonald, 2008, p. 186) to improve their own performance. The knowledge and 
skills obtained not only make teachers’ feel confident in teaching with technology 
but also can create their own teaching identity, which is important in their perception 
of the usefulness of blended learning (Venkatesh et al., 2003). 
2.3.4.2 Social factors 
The current social context in Vietnam presents considerable support for the 
implementation of blended learning in English language education at tertiary level. 
International progress in ICT and the national industrialisation, modernisation and 
international integration highlight the importance of English language and the use of 
computer-related technologies in studying, working and living (Vietnamese 
Government, 2001). English is considered as a passport to postgraduate education, to 
well paid jobs and to professional promotion (Huong & Hiep, 2010; Nunan, 2003; 
Thinh, 2006). Thus, most students try to learn English, hoping that English 
competence can bring them the means for life-long learning and better working 
opportunities (Huong & Hiep, 2010). Similarly, this era of information has made ICT 
skills and competence a prerequisite for success in studying and working. Thus, 
effective implementation of blended learning in ELT can provide students with 
essential instruments for their own benefits as well as contributing to national 
development. To this extent, blended learning can garner support from students, 
government and society, which can influence teachers’ perceptions and experiences 
of employing it. 
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Social scepticism and poor technological infrastructure, however, can be 
significant challenges to the implementation of blended learning in ELT at tertiary 
level. Social scepticism towards the benefits of employing ICT in education is 
mainly derived from people’s common lack of knowledge and skills in utilising ICTs 
for learning (Huyen, 2011). The prerequisite of learners’ independent learning ability 
(Alebaikan, 2010; Launer, 2010) and the demands for a substantial increase in 
teacher workload (Betts, 2014; COHERE, 2011; Oh & Park, 2009; Ryan et al., 2013) 
which are incongruent with educational tradition, can also lead to doubt about the 
successful employment of blended learning. Moreover, the poor technological 
infrastructure, resulting from limited national and institutional resources to enhance 
the development of information technology and its systematic application, can 
undermine the benefits that blended learning may offer. Therefore, such contextual 
challenges can negatively affect teachers’ effort to employ blended learning in their 
teaching of English language. 
2.3.4.3 Institutional factors 
The institutional context, particularly preparation and support, has been found to 
exert profound influence on teachers’ perceptions and practices of blended learning 
(Betts, 2014; COHERE, 2011; Larsen, 2012; Ocak, 2011; Oh & Park, 2009; Taylor 
& Newton, 2013; Vaughan, 2007). The most influential factors include technical and 
professional training and support, technical infrastructures and resources, course 
design and management policy (Alebaikan, 2010; Dziuban et al., 2013; Ginsberg & 
Ciabocchi, 2013; Joosten et al., 2013; Moskal et al., 2013; Niemiec & Otte, 2010). 
The context of Vietnamese higher education institutions can have both positive 
and negative impacts on teachers’ perception of blended learning. Firstly, strong 
competition among universities to attract students and the MOET’s recent 
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promulgation of regulations on criteria to assess universities' educational quality 
(MOET, 2007) require higher education institutions to update their programs and 
improve their educational quality. With the potential benefits of more efficient use of 
institutional resources and improvements in educational quality (Garrison & Kanuka, 
2004; Garrison & Vaughan, 2008; Hofmann, 2011; Masie, 2012; Rubio & Thoms, 
2014; Vaughan, 2010), blended learning is regarded as an appealing solution 
enabling higher education in Vietnam to meet the social demand for improvement in 
educational quality, and the quantity of English language education programs. Under 
the Vietnamese top-down and centralised higher education model, support from the 
institution and management staff can act as the driving force behind teachers’ effort 
to employ blended learning in their ELT. Technology use is also supposed to be low 
risk as long as it is used in ways that are supported by a person in authority (Howard, 
2008). 
However, certain institutional factors can negatively influence the EFL 
teachers’ perceptions and experiences of blended learning. First is the lack of clear 
direction and strategies to support the integration of ICTs in education, which is 
reported at both ministerial and institutional levels (Peeraer et al., 2009; Thu, 2011; 
Thu et al., 2012). Institutional leaders often have only abstract ideas about the added 
value of ICTs for teaching and learning (Peeraer et al., 2009). As a result, 
institutional statements about the goals of ICT integration with clear steps of 
implementation are missing and there is often a lack of appropriate support and 
training for teaching staff (Thu, 2011; Thu et al., 2012). Thus, EFL teachers may face 
difficulties while implementing blended learning. Moreover, EFL teachers’ heavy 
workload with large classes, insufficient teaching facilities, the lack of in time 
technological support and prescribed teaching content (Danh & Williamson, 2009) 
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may also have negative impact on teachers’ implementation of blended learning, 
preventing teachers from trying to deliver blended lessons effectively. In addition, 
the lower income university teachers receive can also discourage teachers from going 
online outside office hours to facilitate students’ learning (Tin, 2010). Thus, to secure 
effective implementation of EFL blended learning courses, these inhibitors need to 
be fully addressed by institutions’ professional and managerial staff.  
2.4. SUMMARY 
The chapter has presented a critical review of the literature on blended learning, its 
implementation in EFL education, and teachers’ perceptions of teaching EFL in 
blended learning environments from socio-cultural and cognitive constructivism 
perspectives. The first section (Section 2.1) demonstrated the lack of a universal 
agreement on how blended learning can be defined and categorised, but a general 
advocacy for the implementation of blended learning in HE for its potential to 
provide learning experiences of increased quality, convenience and efficiency. The 
next section (Section 2.2) illustrated the employment of blended learning in EFL 
education, discussing the relationship between CALL and EFL blended learning, the 
underlying theories and pedagogical principles of EFL blended learning, and 
considered the possible benefits and challenges of implementing blended learning in 
EFL education. The last section (Section 2.3) discussed the role of teachers’ 
perceptions in education and adopted a constructivist perspective to identify 
individual and contextual factors influencing teachers’ perceptions.  
The literature review has shown that the employment of blended learning has 
the potential to create an ideal environment for the teaching and learning of EFL in 
HE institutions. The implementation can be presented with considerable challenges 
which can be reduced or removed only if the teachers have clear understanding of 
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blended learning and have sound TPACK knowledge and are provided with 
sufficient training and support in their implementation. Thus, the literature review 
has established a conceptual framework for the study and identified the issues needed 
to be investigated about teachers’ perceptions of blended learning and factors 
shaping their perceptions. In the next chapter, the conceptual framework and the 
research design adopted to investigate the research problem will be presented. 
 

 Chapter 3: Research Methodology 99 
Chapter 3: Research Methodology 
This chapter presents a detailed description of the procedures followed to conduct the 
study. It consists of eight sections. The first section (Section 3.1) presents the 
conceptual framework that was adopted to investigate the research problem. The 
second section (Section 3.2) discusses the research design employed. Information 
about the research site and the selection of participants in the study is included in this 
section. The third section (Section 3.3) describes the data collection methods used 
and the tools developed. The fourth and the fifth sections outline the piloting 
(Section 3.4) and the actual data collecting process (Section 3.5). The sixth section 
(Section 3.6) discusses how data were analysed. This is followed by the description 
of the measures taken to ensure the quality of the research (Section 3.7). Lastly, 
Section 3.8 discusses the ethical considerations of the research.  
3.1 CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK 
This study aims to explore EFL teachers’ perceptions and practices of blended 
learning in a Vietnamese university, and to identify the key factors that influence 
their views and instructional practices in that environment. The outcomes are 
expected to be used to improve the effectiveness of blended learning implementation 
at the university. Figure 3.1 presents the conceptual framework for this study which 
was developed from the review of the relevant literature. The figure also shows the 
connection between the framework and the four categories identified for 
investigation in this study. 
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Figure 3.1. A conceptual framework for the study. 
Since teachers’ perceptions and practices of blended learning are shaped and 
influenced by various individual and contextual factors, both cognitive and socio-
cultural constructivist theories were employed in this study. 
From a cognitive constructivist perspective, individuals interpret new 
phenomena according to their prior knowledge and experiences (P. Cobb, 2005). 
Therefore, the key individual factors influencing EFL teachers’ perceptions and 
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practices of blended learning lie in teachers’ knowledge of teaching English in a 
blended learning mode. The TPACK framework (Mishra & Koehler, 2006), which 
was introduced for examining the knowledge required for teachers to teach 
effectively with technology, was utilised to guide the investigation of teachers’ 
knowledge and practices in teaching EFL in blended learning environments. 
To reiterate, according to Mishra and Koehler (2006), teachers’ knowledge of 
teaching a subject in a blended learning environment is the combination of the three 
fundamental knowledge types, namely, content knowledge (CK), pedagogical 
knowledge (PK) and technological knowledge (TK). Specifically, the emphasis is 
placed on the examination of the intersections among these three basic knowledge 
domains to form new kinds of knowledge including technological pedagogical 
knowledge (TPK), technological knowledge in teaching English content (TCK), 
pedagogical content knowledge (PCK), and the dynamic relationships that exist 
among TPK, TCK, and PCK to create technological pedagogical content knowledge 
(TPCK). 
From a socio-cultural constructivist perspective, EFL teachers’ perceptions and 
implementation of blended learning in English language teaching are profoundly 
influenced by their social interactions with other people, including their students, 
colleagues, managerial and technical staff. The nature of the interactions, however, is 
regulated by the physical and socio-cultural context. The main socio-cultural factors 
include (i) the Vietnamese educational culture (characterised by respect for teachers, 
appreciation of teachers’ knowledge and individual achievement, and appreciation of 
individual learning effort and high face concern), (ii) the social context 
(characterised by the demand for applying ICT in education and for university 
graduates to be able to use the English language for their communicative and 
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professional purposes), and (iii) the institutional context which refers mainly to 
competition among universities, university infrastructure, the sharing of an 
institutional vision of applying ICT, and the support given to teachers to facilitate 
their implementation of blended learning. Regulated by the physical, social and 
cultural contexts, teachers’ interactions with other people influence their construction 
of knowledge of teaching in blended environments. 
Employing cognitive constructivist and socio-cultural constructivist 
perspectives to explore teachers’ perceptions and practices, and factors shaping their 
perceptions and practices of teaching EFL in a blended learning environment, this 
study investigates the following areas: 
1. Teachers’ understanding of the blended learning concepts, instructional design, 
benefits and challenges to the implementation of blended learning in EFL 
education. 
2. Teachers’ practices of teaching EFL in blended learning environments. 
3. Teachers’ knowledge of teaching in blended learning environments including 
their CK, PK, TK, TPK, TCK, PCK and TPCK. 
4. Socio-cultural factors influencing teachers’ perceptions and practices of 
blended learning. 
3.2 RESEARCH DESIGN 
A qualitative design was employed in this study. According to Creswell (2003), 
qualitative research is defined as an “inquiry process of understanding based on 
distinct methodological traditions of inquiry that explore a social or human problem. 
The researcher builds a complex, holistic picture, analyses words, reports detailed 
views of informants, and conducts the study in a natural setting” (p. 15). There are 
 Chapter 3: Research Methodology 103 
three main reasons for choosing a qualitative research design for this study. First, the 
goal of qualitative research, which is “to better understand human behaviour and 
experience” (Bogdan & Biklen, 2007, p. 43), fits well with the objectives of this 
study: to explore the EFL teachers’ perceptions and experiences of blended learning 
(presented in Section 1.3). Second, the research questions and detailed questions 
arising from the conceptual framework and literature review lead the researcher to 
use a qualitative design, which is more effective in exploring subjective meanings 
within a specific sociocultural context, since participants have opportunities to 
describe their teaching experiences from their point of view (Creswell, 2014). Third, 
qualitative design enabled the researcher to investigate a phenomenon in a ‘holistic’ 
rather than ‘reductionistic” manner (Lichtman, 2010, p. 19). The researcher could 
understand the multiple realities constructed by participants by not only interviewing 
the participants but also observing and witnessing the myriad interactions in which 
they participated in their contexts as well as the influences of other sociocultural and 
historical norms and values on these interactions (Marshall & Rossman, 2011). As a 
result, employing qualitative design allowed the researcher to obtain rich descriptive 
data in order to facilitate the exploration of the phenomena where little is known 
(Hoepfl, 1997; Leedy & Ormrod, 2013). In this case, the focus is on teachers’ 
perceptions and experiences of blended learning in the Vietnamese HE context. 
3.2.1 Research site 
This study was conducted at a university in Hanoi, the capital of Vietnam, to be 
referred to as VIUni. The researcher has a ten-year experience of working as a 
teacher and executive officer at this university. Conducting research in this familiar 
site brings the researcher considerable advantages in terms of access to the research 
site, persuading teaching and managerial staff to participate, and establishing rapport 
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with participants. Such advantages, according to Marshall and Rossman (2011), can 
contribute the quality of the research data and research findings. Detailed 
information regarding the research site has been presented in Section 1.2.5. 
3.2.2 Participants 
A qualitative study does not require a statistically representative sample but rather 
one that is purposefully selected with particular features in order to enable the 
researcher to undertake a detailed exploration of the central themes (Patton, 2002). 
This study involved three groups of participants as listed in Table 3.1.  
Table 3.1 Research participants 
 Group Position/ Characteristics Labels 
1. Teachers 15 EFL teachers with a wide range of 
experience of EFL teaching and 
blended learning  
Teacher # 1  
Teacher # 15 
2. Executive staff 
at VIUni 
One Executive at University level 
One Executive at Faculty level 
One Executive at School level (School 
of non-major English) 
Executive # 1 
Executive # 2 
Executive # 3 





The Director of the online service 
provider 
Executive # 4 
 
 
The first group of participants, Group 1, were 15 EFL teachers, Teacher # 1 to 
Teacher # 15, who were involved in delivering EFL blended learning courses at 
VIUni in the second semester of the school year 2012-2013. The teachers were 
purposefully selected to include both male and female teachers with a wide range of 
experience in teaching EFL and delivering EFL blended learning courses at VIUni. 
There were four male and 11 female teacher participants. Their experiences of 
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teaching EFL at VIUni ranged from 2 to 11 years and they had been delivering from 
one to six EFL blended courses at VIUni. In order to protect the anonymity of the 
teacher participants, detailed demographic information of the teacher participants 
was not presented in this study.  
The selection of 15 participating teachers was based on the evidence of data 
saturation (Marshall, Cardon, Poddar, & Fontenot, 2013; Mason, 2010), which 
occurred when “no new information of significance was obtained for ongoing 
thematic development and theorising” (Tuckett, 2004, p.56). After interviewing the 
15 EFL teachers, observing their teaching practices in face-to-face classes, and 
monitoring their activities on the online Learning Management System (LMS), the 
researcher found that the views and practices of blended learning demonstrated by 
Teachers # 13, # 14 and # 15 were similar to some of those teachers already 
interviewed or observed, so no more teachers were invited to participate. That was 
because the similarity in the viewpoints and practices of the last three teachers in 
comparison with the first 12 ones signalled data replication or redundancy (Marshall 
et al., 2013) and indicated that the collected data was adequate to identify key trends 
and features of EFL teachers’ perceptions and practices of blended learning in this 
particular research context.  
The second group of participants, Group 2, were three executives of the 
University including an executive staff at the University level who has responsibility 
for ICT integration; one executive staff member in the Faculty of Foreign 
Languages; and one executive staff member at the School of non-major English. The 
third group of participant, Group 3, was the director of the online learning service 
providing company who was directly involved in the development and 
implementation of EFL blended learning courses at VIUni. One-to-one interviews 
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were conducted with the executives to obtain contextual information and identify the 
influence of institutional factors on teachers’ perceptions and practices of EFL 
blended learning. 
3.3 DATA COLLECTION METHODS AND TOOLS CONSTRUCTION 
The data collection methods employed in this study include interviews (with three 
groups of participants), observations of the teachers’ face-to-face classes and 
monitoring LMS. The employment of different methods to collect data from different 
sources to answer similar research questions enabled the researcher to triangulate the 
collected data and discover the convergence, inconsistency or contradictions between 
and among the data (Mathison, 1988). For example, data obtained from interviews 
with teachers were triangulated with data collected from observations of teachers’ 
teaching in class and on the LMS to identify the convergence and divergence 
between their stated beliefs and their actual practices. Information gained from 
interviews with teachers about the institutional factors was compared with 
information from interviews with executive staff to see how similar or different their 
perspectives were. The teachers’ viewpoints and accounts of their teaching EFL in a 
blended environment were also compared and contrasted to discover the influence of 
particular factors or sets of factors on their perceptions and experiences.  
3.3.1 Interviews 
Interviewing is a frequently used method for data collection (Creswell, 2012) since it 
allows researchers to explore “what is in and on someone else’s mind and gather 
their stories” (Patton, 2002, p. 341). According to Cohen, Manion and Morrison 
(2007), interviews enable the researcher to elicit participants’ “interpretations of the 
world in which they live” and “how they regard situations from their points of view” 
(p. 349). As this study is on teachers’ complex and diverse personal and professional 
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experiential narratives and understanding of teaching EFL in blended environments, 
the interview instrument is appropriate to identify their deep perceptions and 
experiences.  
Semi-structured interviews (Gillham, 2005) were employed. Firstly, semi-
structured interviews enable the exploration of participants’ experiences more openly 
and allow them to express their views and perceptions in their own words (Esterberg, 
2002). Secondly, semi-structured interviews enable the interviewer to ask key 
questions and then probe for further information in accordance with the context 
(Creswell, 2014; Fontana & Frey, 2003; Lichtman, 2010; Ritchie, Lewis, 
McNaughton & Ormston, 2014). In other words, semi-structured interviews allow for 
the asking of subsidiary questions to cover the topics in full and give the 
interviewees opportunities to elaborate on the issues they prioritise (Radnor, 2001). 
Practically, semi-structured interviews have been used in such research on teachers’ 
and students’ perceptions towards blended learning environments (Benson et al., 
2011; Ocak, 2011; Sharpe et al., 2006).  
The interviews with teacher participants focus on their own understanding of 
blended learning concepts, instructional design, the benefits and challenges of 
employing it in EFL education at the university; their use of blended learning 
environments in line with blended learning instructional principles; their knowledge 
of teaching in a blended learning environment including their CK, TK, PK, PCK, 
TPK, TCK, and TPCK; the support they were given for implementing blended 
learning; the difficulties they encountered when implementing blended learning; and 
their suggestions for improving the implementation of blended learning at the 
university. The key topics in the interview and possible eliciting questions are 
presented in Appendix C. 
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The interview with the Executive staff at the University focused on the 
rationales for employing blended learning in EFL education at the university, the 
benefits, the implementation procedures, and the institutional evaluation and vision 
of applying blended learning approaches in the future. Key topics in the interview 
and possible eliciting questions are presented in Appendix D. 
The interview with the Director of the online service provider centred on the 
roles of the company in the implementation of EFL blended learning at VIUni, the 
benefits of the implementation, evaluation of the effectiveness and challenges of 
current implementation and the company’s suggested changes to improve the 
effectiveness of EFL blended learning programs. Key topics in the interview and 
possible eliciting questions are presented in Appendix E. 
Procedures for interview administration were written in the interview protocols 
to ensure no significant step was missed and all interviews would be undertaken in a 
consistent manner (Lichtman, 2010). Thus, interview protocols were employed in 
this study. The protocols included information about place, date, time, interview 
questions, and probes (Creswell, 2007). By having these measurements, the 
researcher was able to cover all areas of interest and elicit more detailed explanations 
(Creswell, 2012), which contributes to the consistency and trustworthiness of the 
collected data. 
The interviews were conducted in Vietnamese to enable interviewees to fully 
express their ideas and ensure the quality of the interview data. The Vietnamese 
version was imported to NVivo 10 for coding and analysing; only selected excerpts 
from the interviews that were to be quoted were translated into English. To ensure 
the quality of the English translation, the “blind back-translation” procedure was 
used (Chen & Boore, 2010; Liamputtong, 2010). The researcher, who is a 
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Vietnamese-English bilingual, translated the excerpts from Vietnamese to English. 
Then a professional translator was employed to translate the English version back 
into Vietnamese without referencing the original Vietnamese version. Subsequently, 
the back-translation excerpts were compared with the original Vietnamese version. 
No significant differences were found between the two versions. 
3.3.2 Observations 
Observations are the process of gathering open-ended, first-hand information by 
observing people and place at a research site (Creswell, 2012). Observations lead to a 
better understanding of research context, to notice things that have become routine to 
those being observed themselves, to record behaviours as they are happening 
(Creswell, 2012), and to discover things that might not be obtained by questionnaires 
or interviews (Cohen, Manion & Morrison, 2013). In this study, observations were 
conducted to enable the researcher to gain a deep understanding of the teacher 
participants’ practices of employing blended learning environments to facilitate 
students’ English language learning, and to triangulate with the data collected from 
the interviews with the teachers in terms of their implementation practices. 
Observation data also enabled the researcher to gain a greater understanding of the 
research site with its embedded culture, which contributes to the identification of 
factors affecting the teachers’ perceptions and experiences, the relationship among 
the factors, and their influence on teachers’ perceptions and practices of teaching 
EFL in blended learning environments. 
The observations for this study took place in natural settings, in both face-to-
face and online environments. The researcher took the role of a non-participant 
observer and took notes while observing. The objectives of the face-to-face 
observations were to identify the pedagogical strategies and technological features 
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teachers used in face-to-face environments and to explore the extent of integration 
between online and face-to-face instructions. The researcher was provided with the 
password which was used by all the teachers to access the LMS. Logging in as a 
teacher, the researcher could explore the website; read students’ comments in the 
chat room and discussion board, and monitor their completion of online exercises. 
Online LMS monitoring, however, focused mainly on the interactions between 
teacher-students and among students in digital space, to explore how helpful teachers 
supported students to develop their English language and learning skills, utilisation 
of communication tools and teachers’ online pedagogies. Each teacher participant’s 
teaching was observed in three continuous face-to-face sessions and his/her activities 
on LMS were monitored after each face-to-face section. The observation schedule is 
presented in Appendix F. 
3.3.3 Linking research questions with data sources and methods 
Table 3.2 presents the links between the research questions, the target data and the 
specific methods for data collection in this study.  
Table 3.2 Link between Research Questions, Data Sources and Data Collection Methods 
Research questions Methods Data sources 


















































How do EFL teachers understand 
blended learning concepts, design, 
benefits and challenges? 
Interviews Teachers 
How do teachers employ blended 
learning to facilitate the development 
of students’ English ability? 
- Interviews 












































































To what extent do EFL teachers 
demonstrate aspects of 
Technological, Pedagogical and 
Content Knowledge (TPACK) for 
blended learning? 
Interviews Teachers 
What are the socio-cultural and 
institutional factors influencing EFL 
teachers’ perceptions and practices of 
blended learning? 
 
Interviews  - Teachers  
- Executives of the 
university 
- Executive of 
service providing 
company  
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3.4 PILOTING  
The purpose of piloting was to trial the data collection tools and to refine them for 
the main study (Creswell, 2012). These included the observation schedule and 
schedules for interviews with teachers, institutional Executives, and the Executive of 
the service providing company. The observation and teacher interview schedules 
were piloted with one EFL teacher who was involved in delivering the blended 
learning course at VIUni. The institutional Executive interview schedule was piloted 
with one of the three Executive staff members at Faculty level. The piloting teacher 
and executive did not participate in the main study. The interview schedule with the 
Executive of the service providing company could not be piloted since there was 
only one Executive at the company who was selected to take part in the main study.  
3.5 MAIN STUDY 
The main data collection for this study was conducted in the second semester of the 
academic year 2012-2013. As this study sought the real-life experience of the 
participant, the location of the interviews was as natural, familiar and convenient as 
possible for them (Berg & Lune, 2012; Creswell, 2003). Hence, all interviews with 
teacher participants were conducted in a small meeting room on the university 
campus; interviews with executive staff were in their own offices; and the interview 
with the Director of the online provider was carried out in his own office. All 
interviews were audio recorded and the researcher also took notes on relevant points 
during the interviews. The interviews ranged in length between 40 minutes to 77 
minutes with the average length of 50 minutes. Observations of the teachers’ 
implementation practices were conducted after their interviews. Each classroom 
observation lasted for 180 minutes. The teachers’ activities on LMS were closely 
monitored but all the teachers were found to only export the online report of 
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students’ completion of online learning exercises which were organised in 
accordance to the lessons in face-to-face classes. One student joined the discussion 
board to ask about the difference between their actual completion of online exercises 
and the teacher’s report. This question was replied by another student four weeks 
later. Some students joined the chatroom and talked about their concerns over the 
low test results. No teacher was found participating in the forum and chatroom. 
There were two main issues in the actual data collection, which made it slightly 
different from the original design. First, at the beginning of the interview, the teacher 
participants indicated different interpretations of the term “blended learning” or its 
Vietnamese equivalent as “hoc tich hop” (Further details of the teachers’ responses 
are presented in Section 4.1.1). Therefore, the general definition of blended learning 
as the combination of face-to-face and online learning was given to those participants 
who did not know the term or defined the term in a different way. This definition was 
also referred to in the other interview questions about blended learning. The purposes 
were to ensure that the teachers have a proper understanding of the interview 
questions and address the questions in their responses. Secondly, it was originally 
designed that every teacher participant’s teaching practices were observed in three 
continuous face-to-face sessions. However, this design was followed with 13 
teachers (Teacher # 1 to Teacher # 13). The practices carried out by Teacher # 14 
were observed in two continuous sections and the practices carried out by Teacher # 
15 were observed once only. The reasons were that their practices were found to be 
similar to the practices carried out by other 13 teacher participants who had 
previously been observed. 
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3.6 DATA ANALYSIS 
Data collection and analysis are simultaneous activities. The reason is that early 
analysis of data can influence future data collection (Wellington, 2000). For 
example, during analysing or triangulating data, the researcher may return to 
participants to collect more data or obtain more explanations. In addition, ongoing 
data analysis helps the researcher to make the decision on when sufficient data is 
collected (Merriam, 1998). In this study, after interviewing and observing Teachers # 
13, # 14 and # 15, the researcher found no new information regarding teachers’ 
perceptions and practices of blended learning, so no more teachers were invited to 
take part in the study. 
 Adapting Creswell’s (2012) qualitative data analysis model (Figure 3.2), the 
process of data analysis in this study includes the following steps: (1) making sense 
of all data sources; (2) coding the data: identifying segments of information and 
labelling relevant segments with NVivo nodes (the technical term in the software for 
basic codes); (3) reducing overlap and redundancy of nodes; and (4) collapsing nodes 


















Identifying and labelling 
relevant segments of 
information with codes  
326 pages of 
text 
2040 segments of text coded 
with 111Nvivo nodes 
 
Nodes reduced 
to 9 themes 
Nodes reduced 
to 98 child nodes 
under 35 mother 
nodes 
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In the first step, the researcher had the opportunity to become thoroughly 
familiar with the data since he was the interviewer in all interviews and the note-
taking person in all observations. In addition, the researcher transcribed all recorded 
data himself. These steps helped the researcher to explore the data thoroughly. 
Next, the interview data with the three groups of participants were organised, 
coded, analysed and synthesised using the NVivo10 software. This software enabled 
the researcher to organise data in different categories and record the development of 
analytical ideas while working with the data through annotations and memos. The 
researcher was aware of the fact that this software is only a tool that assists 
researchers to work with data more efficiently and effectively: it cannot do the 
analysis itself (Bazeley & Jackson, 2013). Hence, this software was mainly used for 
managing data and the researcher coded the data manually. 
After the collected data, consisting of 326 pages of text, were imported into 
NVivo 10, the textual data were examined carefully to identify segments of texts 
which were of significance to the study. In total, 2040 segments were selected and 
coded with 111 NVivo nodes. The data were coded both deductively and inductively, 
with the mother nodes or general categories derived from the conceptual frameworks 
and research questions; child nodes or subcategories were developed from the 
interpretation of the selected text segments. The coded nodes were then re-examined 
and reduced. Nodes with similar meaning were merged and nodes with closely 
related meaning were grouped together and coded into more general nodes. For 
example, the researcher realised that the information coded with the node integration 
between online and face-to-face class can be merged with the nodes understanding 
of blended learning design; and the nodes achieved benefits can be reorganised under 
the mother node benefits of EFL blended learning. The employment of NVivo 
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software was particularly helpful in making this process more efficient since it 
allowed the nodes to be cut and pasted easily. The total of 111 child nodes were 
reduced to 98 which were organised under 35 mother nodes. Figure 3.3 below 
illustrates the hierarchy of tree nodes.  
 
Figure 3.3. NVivo10 screen shot: The hierarchy of tree nodes. 
The 35 mother nodes were then clustered and categorised again into nine key 
themes in alignment with the conceptual framework. The key themes include 
teachers’ understanding of (1) blended learning concepts and (2) instructional design; 
(3) benefits and (4) challenges to the implementation of blended learning in EFL 
education; teachers’ use of (5) online learning and (6) face-to-face environments; (7) 
teacher’s TPACK knowledge; (8) the socio-cultural factors and (9) the institutional 
factors influencing their perceptions and practices of blended learning. The interview 
data about the teachers’ use of online learning and face-to-face environment were 
combined with the observation data of the teachers’ activities in face-to-face classes 
and on LMS to explore the teachers’ implementation practices.  
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The results on the teachers’ current perceptions and practices of blended 
learning were then compared with the understandings and practices suggested in the 
literature. Research results on factors influencing the teachers’ perceptions and 
practices were also analysed to identify reasons for the similarities and differences 
between the teachers’ current perceptions and practices and the literature. Based on 
such comparison and analysis, recommendations were proposed to improve the 
implementation of blended learning at the university.  
The congruence of research questions, literature review, data collection 
methods, the development of data collection tools, data sources and data analysis is 
presented in Appendix B. 
3.7 ENSURING QUALITY OF RESEARCH FINDINGS 
Three strategies were employed to ensure the rigour of this study: utilising multiple 
data sources, member-checking, and peer de-briefing. 
First, this study collected data of different types (interviews, repeated 
observations in face-to-face classes and monitoring the LMS) and from different 
sources (teachers, executives and online service provider). The use of multiple 
sources of data assisted the researcher to obtain a holistic understanding and 
construct plausible explanations about the research problem. 
Second, member checking was employed to ensure that the researcher’s 
interpretations accurately reflected their opinions (Johnson, 2014; Merriam, 1998). 
To do this, each individual participant was provided with their interview transcripts 
and excerpts from the transcripts translated in English, which were quoted in this 
study, for verification. Of the 19 participants, only three teacher participants returned 
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their interview transcripts whereas all participants were willing to review the study 
results.  
Finally, peer-debriefing was utilised to enhance the accuracy of interpretations 
and findings. In this study, the peer debriefer was a PhD student who was working on 
her doctoral degree in TESOL at the Faculty of Education, QUT. She was familiar 
with the setting since she has been working at the university for more than 10 years. 
She reviewed the study and asked questions about it. This peer-debriefing helped the 
researcher see if his interpretation of the collected data and research findings 
resonated with people other than himself (Creswell, 2003). 
3.8 ETHICAL CONSIDERATIONS 
This study has strictly followed QUT ethical guidelines. Consent from the 
participating university was obtained in mid-2012 and QUT’s ethics approval # 
1300000269 was granted in May 2013. During the research process, the participants’ 
rights of informed consent, confidentiality and beneficence were ensured. For 
example, all participants were informed about the objectives of the research and its 
consequences as well as any possible risks or benefits they could suffer when 
involved in this research. In addition, anonymity and pseudonyms were applied as a 
further measure to protect the privacy of the University and participants. Specifically, 
this current study included senior and middle level university administrators and their 
EFL teachers. Care was taken so that their private opinions that might threaten their 
position at the university were kept discreet and not disclosed at any time or by any 
means. Each participant was provided with a copy of his/her transcript and the 
translated quotations for checking information he/she had provided, and they had the 
rights to delete any given information they felt uncomfortable with from the 
recording and the transcription. A summary of the results was also shared with all 
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participants. It is noteworthy to mention that the researcher has made attempts to 
strike the appropriate balance between the truth of the data and the protection of the 
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Chapter 4: Results and Analysis 
This chapter reports on the qualitative research results of interviews, observations of 
face-to-face classes and LMS monitoring to comprehend EFL teachers’ perceptions 
and practices of blended learning in a Vietnamese university. The participants were 
15 EFL teachers, three Executives of the university and one Executive of the 
company which provided the online learning service for the university.  
The chapter consists of four sections in alignment with the proposed 
conceptual framework. Section 4.1 presents the teachers’ perceptions of blended 
learning. Section 4.2 illustrates the teachers’ practices of implementing blended 
learning. Section 4.3 details the individual and contextual factors that influence the 
teachers’ perceptions and experiences of blended learning. Section 4.4 summarises 
the research results presented in the chapter. 
4.1 TEACHERS’ PERCEPTIONS OF BLENDED LEARNING 
This section consists of four subsections: i) blended learning definition (Section 
4.1.1); ii) blended learning designs (Section 4.1.2); iii) the benefits of blended 
learning (Section 4.1.3); and iv) the challenges to the implementation of EFL 
blended learning (Section 4.1.4). 
4.1.1 Blended learning concepts 
As shown in Table 4.1, the 15 teacher participants indicated divergent 





Chapter 4: Results and Analysis 120 
Table 4.1 Teachers’ understandings of blended learning concepts 
Understanding of blended learning concepts Teachers 
(n=15) 
Combination of face-to-face and online learning 7 (46.67%) 
Online learning 3 (20.00%) 
Employment of ICT including online learning  2 (13.33%) 
Combination of face-to-face learning inside and outside classrooms and 
online learning 
1 (6.67%) 
Do not know the term 2 (13.33%) 
 
Seven teachers (n =15, 46.67%) defined blended learning as a combination of 
face-to-face and online learning. Four out of those seven teachers indicated their 
familiarity with the term, “I know this term [blended learning]. It is the combination 
between face-to-face and online learning” (Teacher # 4). However, the other three 
found the term unfamiliar and guessed about its meaning. For example, Teacher # 1 
stated: “I am not quite familiar with that term. It is not commonly used. I think it 
refers to the inclusion of ICT which combines learning in face-to-face classes and 
learning online at home.” 
Three teachers (20%) thought that the term blended learning referred to 
online learning. For example, Teacher # 9 responded: 
 I don’t find it [blended learning] strange since our university and other universities 
have been implementing it. University A employs online learning programs. Our 
university also employs online programs designed by company X, doesn’t it? The 
programs are software that they develop. 
Two teachers (13.33%) defined blended learning as the combination of 
teachers’ roles in face-to-face class and the employment of ICT “like digital lesson 
plans [used in face-to-face classes] and online learning” (Teacher # 3). Another 
participant (6.67%) related the term to the combination of students’ learning in three 
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different places including “learning in face-to-face classes, learning by trying to 
carry out real [face-to-face] communication in English outside the classroom, and 
learning online, combination of those three things” (Teacher # 12).  
Notably, two teachers (13.33%) reported that they did not know the term in 
either English or Vietnamese since they had “never heard about it before” (Teacher # 
11). In addition, it was noticed that during the interviews and the teaching in face-to-
face classes, participants often used the terms ‘learning online’ (học online) or 
‘English online’ (tiếng Anh online) and ‘classroom learning’ (học trên lớp) were 
frequently used to refer to the components of blended learning courses. 
 In summary, the term “blended learning” or its Vietnamese equivalent as 
“hoc tich hop” was not familiar with one third (33.33%) of the teachers. The 
teachers tended to define blended learning as the employment of technology, 
particularly computer and Internet-based technologies, to enhance students’ learning 
in face-to-face classes. However, no teachers referred to the pedagogical or curricular 
aspects of such employment. These results indicate a need to assist teachers to gain a 
more comprehensive understanding of blended learning and to distinguish blended 
learning from general computer-assisted language learning applications. In order to 
enhance the teachers’ understanding of other interview questions and assure that their 
responses addressed the questions, those teachers who had a different understanding 
or did not know the term blended learning were informed about the general meaning 
of the term as a combination of face-to-face and online learning. 
4.1.2 Instructional design for blended learning  
All the teacher participants expressed their understandings that online learning is an 
add-on component to face-to-face classes (Graham, 2006). For example, they stated:  
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 Online learning mainly complements and consolidates what students learn in [face-
to-face] classes. (Teacher # 4) 
 Ideally, the online learning must support the learning in face-to-face classes. 
(Teacher # 13)  
 The online program enables students to prepare for and consolidate their learning in 
face-to-face class. (Teacher # 15) 
Their responses on how students’ online learning should be addressed in face-to-face 
classes are shown in Table 4.2.  
Table 4.2 Teachers’ understanding of blended learning design 
Understanding of blended learning design Teachers 
(n=15) 
Online learning components do not affect face-to-face class teaching 3 (20.00%) 
Teachers need to refer to online learning in face-to-face classes to 
encourage and control students’ online learning 
10 (66.66%) 
Students should carry out online learning in face-to-face classes 1 (6.67%) 
Teachers need to diagnose students’ online learning problems and 
provide further assistance in face-to-face classes 
1 (6.67%) 
 
Three teacher participants (n =15, 20.00%) think that online learning 
components should not be referred to in face-to-face classes, “online learning is 
simply the students’ homework. It is complementary but extra work for them. It does 
not affect my teaching in face-to-face classes” (Teacher # 4). However, other teacher 
participants underlined the need to incorporate online learning components into face-
to-face class teaching to control, monitor and facilitate students’ online learning. In 
particular, ten participants (66.66%) appeared to highlight the purpose of 
“controlling” students’ learning online. For example, they stated: 
 Teachers [in face-to-face classes] need to frequently remind students of their online 
learning tasks and supervise their online work. We should use the language 
structures and topics in online materials to design learning activities in [face-to-
face] classes so that students must do online exercises in order to be able to carry 
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out learning activities in [face-to-face] classes. Maybe, only by doing it like that can 
we make them study online. (Teacher # 12) 
 If online [learning] is not referred to in face-to-face classes and just requires 
students’ self-regulated learning, it is difficult for teachers to control [students’ 
learning]. (Teacher # 8) 
One participant (6.67%) suggested requiring students to carry out online 
learning in face-to-face classes so that teachers could monitor and provide in time 
support for students’ online learning. 
If students carry out online learning in face-to-face classes, teachers can both guide 
and monitor the students’ online learning. (Teacher # 10)  
One participant (6.67%) highlighted the need to provide students with further 
guidance, diagnosing their online learning problems and assisting them to overcome 
problems. She stated: 
Teachers [in face-to-face classes] not only need to check the report of students’ 
online learning but they also have to know what is there in the online program and 
how to exploit it. Or if we find any online exercise which is too difficult for students, 
we have to take it to face-to-face classes to help students do it. We have to find out 
why they cannot do the exercise or what their difficulties are to help them solve the 
problems. (Teacher # 2) 
Overall, teacher participants’ understandings of the instructional design in 
blended learning modes suggest that they all seem to focus mainly on face-to-face 
class teaching. They seemed to consider the online learning component as a means 
for extra exercises and practice rather than a means to enhance more productive and 
efficient use of teaching time in face-to-face classes. Although most teacher 
participants think that teachers need to refer to students’ online learning in face-to-
face classes, their main concerns appeared to be on monitoring and encouraging 
students’ online learning, which seemed to be additional rather than integral to 
learning in face-to-face classes. It seemed that they were not aware of the 
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instructional design for a transforming blend which requires a thoughtful integration 
of the two learning environments as emphasised by Garrison and Vaughan (2008). In 
other words, they did not seem to know that blended learning design had to be based 
on the considerations of what learning objectives can be best achieved using online 
and face-to-face environments as suggested by Hofmann (2012). This implies that, as 
their approach to blended learning is based on their classroom teaching, support for 
teachers should assist them to understand the “transitional processes” of face-to-face 
teaching and online learning and to make productive decision on the use of a blended 
learning environment in their English language teaching.  
4.1.3 The benefits of blended learning 
Teacher participants indicated various potential benefits of blended learning in EFL 
education. The benefits were divided into those for students, teachers and the 
university. 
4.1.3.1 For EFL students  
As shown in Table 4.3, there were eight potential benefits for EFL students.  
Table 4.3 Benefits of blended learning for EFL students 
Benefits / multiple responses Teachers 
(n=15) 
Providing students with rich EFL learning resources 12 (80.00%) 
Enhancing students’ face-to-face learning 8 (53.33%) 
Facilitating flexibility in students’ learning time 6 (40.00%) 
Enhancing improvements in students’ English pronunciation 5 (33.33%) 
Increasing students’ engagment in learning 4 (26.67%) 
Facilitating students’ online learning through teacher’s 
monitoring 
4 (26.67%) 
Developing of students’ ICT skills 4 (26.67%) 
Facilitating students’ interactions with peers and teachers 1 (6.67%) 
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First, 12 out of 15 participants (80.00%) pinpointed that online learning allows 
students to have access to substantial and varied English learning resources, which 
were considered to be supportive for their EFL learning. As illustrated in the 
following quotations, the teachers believe that accessibility to selected online 
learning materials could not only help students save time but also increase their 
exposure to English language and enable them to devise more effective learning 
methods. 
 Students are provided with unlimited learning materials online. With such a wide 
variety of learning materials, students can develop new learning methods. 
(Teacher # 1) 
 Students do not have to spend time looking for [extra] learning materials [to 
practise what they have learned in the class]…their learning online can increase 
their exposure to English language… outside the class. (Teacher # 2) 
Second, eight participants (53.33%) indicated their beliefs that online 
resources could help students study more effectively in face-to-face classes. In a 
traditional face-to-face class, teachers are often not given sufficient time to assist 
individual students in their learning, and students are often not given ample 
opportunities to practise using English (ULIS-MOET, 2013). In blended learning 
programs, however, these teacher participants think that students could make more 
preparation for and revision of their learning in online spaces, which might enhance 
their learning in face-to-face classes. The followings are typical responses. 
 In blended learning courses students can prepare better for their learning in face-
to-face class. Thus, it is easier for them to understand and follow lessons. 
(Teacher # 11) 
 Online learning program helps students consolidate what they have learned in [face-
to-face] classes so that they can remember the knowledge longer and develop their 
skills further. (Teacher # 9) 
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The teachers also indicated that the employment of online learning components could 
enable teachers to spend “more class time [creating activities] for students to practise 
using English” (Teacher # 8). Hence, they believe that students’ abilities to 
communicate in English could be improved. For example, Teacher # 10 said: “in 
blended learning [courses], students have more time to practise speaking English 
inside the [face-to-face] class. Therefore, I notice that they have better 
communicative ability.”  
Third, six participants (40.00%) indicated that blended learning could help 
students to have flexible time for learning English. Participants noted that blended 
learning gave students more freedom in choosing the time and place to learn, “with 
blended learning, students can study whenever they want and they can study at home 
instead of going to the class” (Teacher # 9).  
Fourth, being aware of non-native teachers’ shortcomings in teaching English 
pronunciation, five participants (33.33%) emphasised that blended learning enabled 
students to improve their English pronunciation through the provision of 
pronunciation and listening practices as follows. 
 The online program provides students with pronunciation of the new words. They 
can listen to and repeat after. (Teacher # 12) 
 …in the listening practice for example, students can listen to the native speakers 
speaking English. (Teacher # 8) 
Fifth, four participants (26.67%) believe that blended learning could increase 
students’ learning engagement. They think that the use of multimedia transforms 
learning tasks into more exciting and engaging activities, “The inclusion of such 
features as images, sounds, animation and movies make English language learning 
activities more interesting to students” (Teacher # 6). They also believe that prompt 
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feedback on students’ learning via the automatic marking feature of online exercises 
could increase students’ engagement in learning.  
Students will like doing exercises online rather than in paper since as soon as they 
complete one exercise, they can check whether their answers are correct. In 
traditional class, they would have to wait for the teacher to tell them whether their 
answers are correct in the next lesson. (Teacher # 15) 
Sixth, four participants (26.67%) highlighted that teachers’ engagement could 
facilitate students’ online learning through teachers’ online monitoring. For example, 
Teacher # 3 stated: 
Students cannot self-study. They just learn English when they are asked and 
supervised by the teachers. In blended learning courses, teachers can give students 
online homework and check if they have completed their homework before going to 
[face-to-face] class. Thus, the students have to study. 
Seventh, four participants (26.67%) thought that students’ experiences of 
participating in blended learning courses could enable them to develop their ICT 
skills. Two teachers responded: 
 Blended learning not only enables students to study [English] whenever they want 
but also facilitates them to learn information communication technology skills. 
(Teacher # 2) 
 At the beginning of the [blended learning] course, some students did not know 
anything about computers. However, after one semester, they could use computers 
skilfully. (Teacher # 1) 
Eighth, one participant (6.67%) responded that an online learning component 
could enable students to overcome the difficulties they experience in face-to-face 
class such as time restriction, large class size and face concerns in interacting with 
peers and teachers. She stated: 
In face-to-face class, there are too many students and time is limited so students 
cannot have many chances to communicate with one another and with the teachers. 
Thus, they cannot learn as much as when they study online. Studying online, students 
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are more confident to communicate with the teacher and peers, overcoming cultural 
barriers such as face-saving.[…] I think if teachers and students communicate online, 
interactions [among students and between students and the teachers] will increase. 
(Teacher # 2) 
 In short, teacher participants appeared to believe that blended learning could 
enhance students’ EFL learning beyond face-to-face classes through the provision of 
rich learning resources, flexibility in learning time, and increased teachers’ 
monitoring. They also appeared to think that blended learning could improve 
student’ learning engagement and develop their English language ability and ICT 
skills. However, none of the teachers explicitly mentioned the potential of blended 
learning for enhancing students’ learning agency, which are highlighted in numerous 
studies (Niemiec & Otte, 2010; Oliver & Stallings, 2014; Picciano, 2006a; Vaughan, 
2007; Wallace & Young, 2010). None of the teachers referred to the benefits of 
blended learning for developing students’ communicative ability in English by 
involving them in authentic communication tasks online as reported by Pop and Slev 
(2012) and Wajeha Thabit (2013). This implies that EFL teachers tend to approach 
blended learning from a didactic teaching perspective only: there is a lack of 
understanding of learners’ independent learning and quality of learning online. 
Hence, learners’ individual and collaborative engagement in online learning and its 
impact on face-to-face learning and the relationship with the teacher needs to be 
visualised in both teacher development and the design of EFL blended learning 
courses. 
4.1.3.2 For EFL teachers  
As shown in Table 4.4, teacher participants responded with the following seven 
benefits of blended learning for EFL teachers. 
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Table 4.4 Benefits of blended learning for EFL teachers 
Benefits / multiple responses Teachers 
(n=15) 
Reducing teachers’ workload 7 (46.67%) 
Saving teachers’ efforts in presenting language knowledge  6 (40.00%) 
Enabling teachers to design and encourage students’ participation in learning 
activities  
4 (26.67%) 
Enabling teachers to design English tests 2 (13.33%) 
Assisting teachers to monitor students’ learning  2 (13.33%) 
Enhance teachers’ development of technological knowledge and skills 2 (13.33%) 
Providing teachers with opportunities to assist individual students’ learning 1 (6.67%) 
 
First, seven teacher participants (46.67%) stated that implementation of 
blended learning helped lessen teachers’ workload at the university. They pointed out 
that replacement of one third of the face-to-face teaching by utilising online learning 
components resulted in considerable reduction in their workload, which is illustrated 
in the following excerpts.  
 Normally [we] have to teach each class 90 sessions per semester, meeting students 
twice a week. Now [we] just meet them once a week, they have to self-study the 
other day […]. I prefer blended learning since my teaching schedule is less busy 
now. (Teacher # 9) 
 With the implementation of blended learning, we do not have to teach in the 
evening and at the weekends as before. (Teacher # 13) 
Second, six participants (40.00%) indicated that blended learning helped save 
their efforts in presenting language knowledge. As students are given chances to 
prepare for and revise lessons through online materials, the teachers might not have 
to “work hard to present new knowledge to the students” (Teacher # 11). Instead, 
they could present the target knowledge by “eliciting what students have learned 
[online]” (Teacher # 11) or addressing “the main points” (Teacher # 6) and requiring 
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students to find out further details themselves. The saving of teaching effort as a 
result of sharing knowledge exploration responsibility with students seems to lead to 
teachers’ preference of blended learning over the traditional mode in which teachers 
are considered as the main source of knowledge, and teaching is regarded as 
knowledge transmission. For example, two teachers stated:  
 I prefer teaching in blended learning environments since I am more leisured. 
Students can study the language knowledge themselves in the online program. I do 
not have to teach them everything like I used to… (Teacher # 7) 
 I prefer blended learning since in the previous program with only face-to-face 
classes I have to teach a large amount of knowledge. It was too much, too heavy. 
(Teacher # 9)  
Third, four teacher participants (26.67%) emphasised that blended learning 
could enhance their work of designing and encouraging students’ participation in 
learning activities in face-to-face classes. As illustrated in the following excerpts, the 
enhancement includes the availability of classtime which can be allocated for 
students’ language practice and the possibility of improving students’ interest in 
learning through multimedia. 
 The teachers can save time from correcting students’ errors in pronunciation and 
language structures and use the time to organise various activities for students to 
practise. (Teacher # 9) 
 With the application of multimedia, the learning tasks are more appealing to 
students. Thus, it is easier for teachers to require students to undertake the 
activities. (Teacher # 6) 
Fourth, two participants (13.33%) indicated that blended learning could be 
helpful for their work of developing English tests. This is because they could use 
various materials and tools in online learning components to design English tests for 
students, “Teachers can use the resources [online] to design tests. It is also useful to 
convert text files into audio files to be used in the tests” (Teacher # 5).  
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Fifth, two participants (13.33%) pointed out that implementation of blended 
learning could assist them to monitor students’ learning beyond face-to-face classes. 
In particular, they think that a track record could make teachers’ supervision 
effective: “online report is also very helpful in assessing students’ independent 
learning. We can quickly check all the students’ completion of the required 
homework.” (Teacher # 9). 
Sixth, two participants (13.33%) indicated that blended learning had the 
potential to provide teachers with opportunities to develop their own technological 
knowledge and skills. In particular, they appeared to consider blended learning as a 
good opportunity for them to learn about the technologies employed in the 
program. They stated: “Blended learning provides teachers whose ICT knowledge 
and skills are limited, the chances to know, learn and improve themselves” 
(Teacher # 1) and “blended learning helps teachers improve their ability to use the 
Internet” (Teacher # 2). 
Seventh, it was indicated by one teacher (Teacher # 2) that blended learning 
could provide teachers with opportunities to assist students’ individual learning via 
increased interactions with students and monitoring their online learning. She stated: 
“In face-to-face classes, there are too many students, students cannot have as many 
chances to interact with teacher as they do online […] Teachers can also monitor 
individual students’ learning online.” 
It can be seen that teacher participants’ perspectives on the benefits of blended 
learning for EFL teachers were not convergent since less than half of the teachers 
referred to the same benefit. Their understand tend to focus on external factors such 
as reducing workload, saving teaching effort, assisting task design, test development 
and student management, and developing technical skills rather than on the core task 
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of facilitating students’ learning. This indicates that the teachers tend to perceive 
their role as a knowledge transmitter, deliverer or presenter rather than as a coach, 
facilitator or mediator of students’ learning. Thus, the current blended learning mode 
does not appear to be perceived by the teachers as a transformation from the teacher-
controlled mode of learning to an interactive and constructivist mode. As a result, 
none of them explicitly mentioned the benefits related to the pedagogical and content 
aspects of blended learning which are often regarded as among its greatest benefits 
(Niemiec & Otte, 2010; Picciano, 2006a). 
4.1.3.3 For institutions 
Participating teachers appeared to think that they did not need to know or care about 
the benefits of blended learning to institutions. For example, Teacher # 9 stated: 
“Benefits for the university? How can I know of things at such a high level!”? 
However, three participants (20.00%) considered that blended learning could bring 
financial benefits to the university. The participants assumed that the replacing some 
face-to-face classes hours with online programs could reduce the university’s 
expenditure on construction, teaching and learning facilities and paying teachers for 
course delivery. They stated: 
 The implementation of blended learning can bring financial benefits to the 
university since it helps reduce the pressure for classrooms. The [face-to-face] class 
teaching time reduces to 70%. [The rest] 30% of the program is online learning 
which students carry out at home. The university does not have responsibility for 
arranging the learning facilities [for that 30%]. Students can study whenever they 
want provided that they fulfil all the learning tasks given. (Teacher # 1) 
 Blended learning helps save face-to-face classes teaching time. Thus, it reduces the 
training cost. (Teacher # 13) 
A critical point identified in the teachers’ responses is that these teachers do not 
perceive blended learning as an educational innovation with potential to bring 
pervasive changes to the institution (Vaughan, 2010). It seems that the university 
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leadership, policy and supports for blended learning implementation do not articulate 
blended learning as an ‘education innovation’. Hence, the teachers need to be 
supported to understand the potential of blended learning for transforming the way 
the university can provide its educational services (Hartman, 2010) or 
accommodating enrolment growth (Dziuban, Hartman, Cavanagh & Moskal, 2011; 
Niemiec & Otte, 2010), improving institutional reputation and competitive edge 
(Niemiec & Otte, 2010) or optimising the institutional resources (Vaughan, 2007).  
4.1.4 The challenges to implementation 
As presented in Table 4.5, participant teachers articulated some challenges to the 
implementation of EFL blended learning. 
Table 4.5 The challenges to the implementation of EFL blended learning 
 Challenges to the implementation of blended learning  
             (multiple responses) 
Teachers 
(n=15) 
Related to the university  
Poor IT infrastructure 13 (86.67%) 
Lack of technical support for teachers and students 13 (86.67%) 
Inappropriate administrative regulations and ineffective supervision 
of the implementation 
8 (53.33%) 
Related to the students  
Poor learning motivation 9 (60.00%) 
Lack of access to ICT facilities 6 (40.00%) 
Related to teachers  
Lack of knowledge about possible applications of a blended 
learning environment in EFL teaching 
9 (60.00%) 
Lack of efforts to effectively implement EFL blended learning 
programs 
3 (20.00%) 
Limited ICT knowledge and skills 2 (13.33%) 
Low salary 2 (13.33%) 
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4.1.4.1 Challenges related to the university 
Teacher participants appeared to believe that the implementation of blended learning 
could be challenged by three main factors related to the university. The first factor 
was the poor IT infrastructure at the university which includes the unavailability of 
the Wi-Fi network and the shortage of Internet-connected computers for students. As 
illustrated in the following excerpt, 13 participants (86.67%) believe that many 
students do not have Internet-access computers at home. This means that students 
have to carry out required online learning at the university. For example, Teacher # 5 
stated: 
…If there were free Wi-Fi network in the classroom or there were more computers 
for students to use in the library, things would be different. Recently, the university 
has installed 80 new computers in the library. However, my students say that it is not 
easy to approach those computers since there were a large number of students who 
want to use. If we want to apply blended learning, the [IT] infrastructure needs to be 
improved.  
Eleven participants (73.33%) also highlighted that lack of a Wi-Fi network in 
the classroom prevented them from monitoring or encouraging students’ online 
learning. For example, Teacher # 2 stated: “Together with the slow connection [to 
the website], the lack of Wi-Fi network in the face-to-face classrooms results in the 
fact that I cannot check students’ online learning frequently and give them feedback 
directly.”  
 Second, 13 participants (86.67%) indicated that technical support for teachers 
and students could be another challenge. According to those participants, the service 
provider does not provide sufficient and timely support for teachers and students. For 
example, two teachers stated:  
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 …when we have [technical] problems, we ask them [staff in the service provider 
company] for help. However, we do not meet in person but talk on the phone so 
their instruction cannot be clear, particularly for such low-tech people like me… 
(Teacher # 9)  
 My students told me that when they phoned the service provider to ask for help 
with their problems, no one answered the phone; just the recorded message keeps 
advising them to wait. (Teacher # 4) 
Some participants suggested that a department within the university should 
offer systematic technical support to students. Teacher # 6 stated: “There is little 
technical support from the faculty and the university. No one helps us when we have 
technical problems. There should be a unit whose duty is just helping teachers and 
students.” 
Third, eight participants (53.33%) responded that implementation of blended 
learning could also be challenged by institutional policies regarding regulations and 
supervision of teachers’ work. They said that teachers need to devote “a considerable 
amount of effort and time to implement blended learning effectively” (Teacher # 1) 
and their effort and time need to be fully recognised by the university via regulations 
relating to rewards and punishment. As illustrated in the following excerpt, teachers 
appeared to believe that the lack of such regulations could discourage teachers from 
implementing blended learning effectively. 
The current policies [related to the implementation of blended learning] are not 
satisfactory. There is neither extra incentive for those teachers who implement 
[blended learning] well nor punishment for those who do not fulfil their tasks. Thus, 
teachers are not encouraged to try their best to implement. (Teacher # 14) 
Teachers also pointed out the necessity of close supervision of implementation since 
ineffective supervision could result in teachers’ inadequate attention and efforts to 
implement blended learning effectively. 
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 The faculty does not supervise the implementation well. In the first weeks of the 
semester, the Executive officers made a list of teachers who have not exported 
online reports. However, they did not do anything in the following weeks. 
Moreover, they cannot manage to know what teachers are doing with the results 
after that. (Teacher # 5) 
 The faculty needs to have better tools to supervise teachers’ implementation. If 
teachers do not pay attention to students’ learning [online], they should be 
considered as not fulfilling their responsibility. Otherwise, no one cares about the 
implementation. At present, only some teachers pay attention to the online program 
and students’ online learning. Many others do not really care about students’ 
learning online. (Teacher # 1) 
The teachers’ responses indicate that together with the poor technological 
infrastructure, institutional policy relying on a top-down approach and institutional 
support for individual teachers’ implementation of blended learning does not seem to 
focus on the quality of learning. Thus, the issue needs to be addressed by the 
institutional leadership and administration. 
4.1.4.2 Challenges related to students 
Teacher participants pointed out two main student-related challenges. First, nine of 
the participants (60.00%) thought that many students have poor EFL learning 
motivation. For example, Teacher # 12 noticed: “80% of the students in my class are 
not interested in learning EFL. They neither learn in the [face-to-face] class nor 
online. I tried to encourage them but they do not change at all.” Teachers also 
indicated that some students do not even try to carry out required online studies. 
Teacher # 15 stated: 
Some students ask their friends to do the online exercises for them. Others just click 
the answers without really doing the exercises. Their purposes are to get the required 
scores and completion percentages, otherwise they will not be eligible sit for the final 
exam at the end of semester. 
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As a result, Teacher # 6 argued that “blended learning is only suitable with students 
with good learning motivation.” 
Second, six participants (40.00%) indicated that the students’ limited access 
to Internet-connected computers could lead to the students’ negative attitude towards 
EFL blended learning courses. Teacher # 5 stated: “Two thirds of the students did not 
like to study blended learning not because they do not find the program interesting 
but because they do not have computers to study.” As illustrated in the following 
excerpts, they indicated that limited Internet access could hinder students’ flexible 
learning.  
 Not all the students have their own computers to learn [English online] whenever 
they want. As first year students, only students who major in ICT may have their 
own computers. (Teacher # 3) 
 My students do all the homework I give them provided that it is in handouts. 
However, they often cannot fulfil the tasks if they are required to use computer. 
They also tell me their difficulties of not having computers. (Teacher # 4) 
 Many students do not have computers at home. They wait for long without having 
chances to use the computers at the library. They have to pay money to use the 
computers in the Internet shops. Thus, I sometimes feel unfair to ask them to study 
online. They did not choose to study the online program, did they? (Teacher # 15) 
Teacher participants appeared to regard the students’ poor motivation and 
lack of access as primary barriers related to students. Given that effective 
implementation of blended learning requires students to reconsider their learning 
habits and time management skills and use technologies to a sophisticated level 
(Orton-Johnson, 2009; Vaughan, 2007), the student-related challenges raised by 
teachers need to be addressed. In particular, students should be given support to 
accommodate their learning styles in a blended environment and understand how 
their current learning styles and patterns impact on the effectiveness of their own 
learning.  
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4.1.4.3 Challenges related to teachers 
Teacher participants pointed out four main teacher-related factors. The first factor is 
teachers’ lack of knowledge about blended learning applications in EFL teaching. 
Nine participants (60.00%) seemed to have similar thinking as Teacher # 4 in the 
following excerpt. 
I do not know how more helpful it [blended learning] can become. If I knew, I would 
try to achieve it. Currently, the online learning is just a supplementary component to 
the [face-to-face] program. And I think the present online program is ok since it is 
additional. The teaching in face-to-face classes is still the core. 
Three participants (20%) referred to the second teacher-related challenge: 
teachers’ lack of efforts to effectively implement EFL blended learning program. 
Teacher # 7 and # 1 responded: 
 Many other teachers do not pay any attention at all to the online program. They just 
give online homework and let the students learn the way they want. At the end of 
the semester, they download online report and use it to give students’ attendance 
marks. If they cannot download it, they do not use it at all. It is totally true! 
(Teacher # 7) 
 Some teachers even do not know their password to log in or forget the website. This 
means that they do not care about the [online learning] program at all. (Teacher # 1) 
The third teacher-related challenge, indicated by two participants (13.33%), 
was teachers’ limited ICT knowledge and skills. These participants seemed to 
believe that teachers’ limited ICT knowledge and skills discouraged them from 
trying to make the maximum use of a blended leaning environment. They stated: 
 Some teachers have little experience in applying ICT in teaching. They could not 
answer students’ questions about their problems with online learning. Thus, they 
often ignore the online learning program. (Teacher # 9) 
 I am not quite good at using ICT and updating about ICT progress. Thus, I have to 
try hard to learn from other colleagues and it took me quite a lot of time to learn. 
Meanwhile, my teaching schedules are already busy. (Teacher # 3) 
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Lastly, two participants (13.33%) pointed out that low teacher income could 
also discourage teachers from trying to implement blended learning effectively. For 
example, Teacher # 3 stated: 
Teachers have to teach so many hours at the university. Even when they are not 
overloaded, they will not pay much attention to improving their implementation. That 
is because they have to do extra teaching in other places to secure their income. They 
can manage to teach [the blended learning courses] well but the income they get from 
the university is not enough to secure their lives. Thus, they have to try to find other 
places to teach so they cannot entirely devote for their blended learning 
implementation. 
The responses appear to reflect that poor IT infrastructure, lack of technical 
support, ineffective administration, teachers’ and students’ incompetence in 
employing ICT for the purposes of teaching and learning EFL, and students’ low 
learning motivation and teachers’ inadequate efforts that are the primary challenges 
to implementation of EFL blended learning. This does not seem to be a complete list 
of challenges as none of the teacher participants articulate the possible difficulties in 
requiring teachers and students to change their current teaching and learning 
practices (Orton-Johnson, 2009; Taylor & Newton, 2013) and teachers to design 
sound pedagogical approaches for the employment of an online learning environment 
(Neumeier, 2005; Picciano, 2006a), which indicates again their unawareness of 
transforming blends. However, the challenges identified by the teachers imply that 
there is a need to develop a comprehensive solution to address the issues through the 
categories of teachers, students and institution in implementing EFL blended 
learning. 
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4.2 TEACHERS’ PRACTICES IN IMPLEMENTING EFL BLENDED 
LEARNING  
This section presents the research results on teacher participants’ practices of 
implementing EFL blended learning courses. The results are synthesised from both 
the interviews with the teachers and the observations of their activities on the 
learning management system (LMS) and in face-to-face class in three consecutive 
lessons. The practices are divided into two subsections of teachers’ use of online 
learning components (section 4.2.1) and the face-to-face environment (section 4.2.2). 
4.2.1 Teachers’ use of online learning environment 
The monitoring of LMS showed that none of the teacher participants carried out the 
pedagogical practices suggested in the literature (presented in Table 2.1) were carried 
out by the teacher participants. Based on the interviews with the teachers and 
observations of their face-to-face teaching practices, it was found that the teachers’ 
primary uses of online learning components were (i) to facilitate students’ learning 
online and (ii) to monitor students’ learning online. 
 4.2.1.1 Facilitating students’ EFL learning online 
The teacher participants appeared to employ two main strategies to facilitate 
students’ independent learning online. The first is to require students to complete 
specific exercises online. In the interviews, all participants reported that they often 
asked the students to log in the online learning program to practise the language 
structures or skills taught in the face-to-face sessions. All of them were also observed 
explicitly requiring students to complete the set of online exercises which is 
correlated with the lessons in face-to-face classes, as illustrated in the following 
statement given by Teacher # 14 to her students at the end of one face-to-face 
session. 
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We have completed lesson number 8. At home, please finish all the exercises of unit 
3 in the workbook and in the online program and read the new words for unit 9 for 
me. Remember to finish all the online exercises of unit 6 and 7 that you have not 
finished, too. I will check your online work before our next lesson. 
The second strategy they used was to encourage students to use online 
learning components by introducing them the importance of online learning and 
indicating the tools and software available online. Eight of the participants (53.33%) 
appeared to use this strategy. As illustrated in the following excerpts, the teachers 
were observed to encourage students to study online to improve English 
pronunciation, prepare for the tests and acquire the necessary English language 
knowledge.  
 There are many types of exercises online. They help you to consolidate vocabulary 
and grammar. Specially, you should read after the recording, try to copy the 
pronunciation, intonation and stress. (Teacher # 4) 
 In the online learning program, there is recorded pronunciation of the words in the 
wordlist. You can also type the word in the text-to-audio converter and then 
practise the pronunciation. If you do not pronounce the word correctly, you will not 
be able to listen well. Meanwhile, the listening sections accounts for 50% 
proportion in the TOEIC test that you are going to take [before graduating]. 
(Teacher # 1) 
 The exercises in the workbook and in the online learning program are compulsory. 
If you do not complete the exercises yourselves, you will not be able to acquire the 
needed English language knowledge. In that case, after nearly 400 hours learning 
English, your mastery is zero. It is such a waste of energy and money that way, isn’t 
it? (Teacher # 8)  
In the interviews, five participants (33.33%) also reported their attempts to 
encourage students to make use of the individual language study tools and software 
available online. As illustrated in the following excerpts, the tools and software 
include the digital audio recorder, text-to speech converter, online dictionary, 
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recorded pronunciations and meanings of new words in each lesson and grammar 
tutorials, all of which are imbedded in the LMS.  
 At the beginning of the semester, I introduce some ICT tools such as online 
dictionary, audio recorder and text to speech converter in the online program to 
students. (Teacher # 1)  
 I often tell my students that there are lectures on the related grammatical structures 
online. If they do not attend or understand the lessons in [face-to-face] classes, they 
can listen to those lectures. I also ask them to use the online program to practise 
pronouncing the new words (Teacher # 3). 
 However, participants indicated that “only some students make use of online 
learning components as expected” (Teacher # 9). There were two teachers (13.33%) 
who appeared to believe that the students’ use of online learning components 
resulted in their increased learning engagement in face-to-face class and 
improvements in their English pronunciation. 
 Some students appear to be more active in face-to-face classes as a result of their 
independent learning online. They participate more often in answering my 
questions or performing their work in pairs and in groups. Those students are also 
the ones who often detect and report errors in the online program. (Teacher # 1) 
 They [students majored in disciplines of Finance and Banking and Business 
Administration] pronounce[d] correctly the new words in each unit since they spend 
time learning pronunciation online. (Teacher # 12) 
All teachers indicated their beliefs that many students did not study online as 
they were required or encouraged to do. For example, they stated: 
  Just about 20 percent of the students are interested in the online learning program 
and try to use it. The rest of the students either do not study online or just try to 
complete the minimum part of the online exercises in order to be eligible to sit for 
the final test. (Teacher # 15) 
 At first, they [students] were quite excited to know [about the learning tools and 
software in LMS]. However, later on they just do the [required online] exercises but 
do not use the tools. (Teacher # 1) 
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The online monitoring also indicated that fewer than half of the students did 
the online exercises as required and about one third of the students in each class did 
not complete any of the required online exercises. 
According to the teacher participants, there were four main reasons why 
many students did not engage in online activities. First, all participants believe that 
students had difficulties getting access to the online program. As illustrated in the 
following excerpts, students’ access to the online program is restricted not only by 
the shortage of Internet-connected computers in the university, but also by the slow 
Internet connection and incompatible computer software. 
 Many of my students live in students’ rental houses [where the security is not good] 
so they do not often have their own computers. For a few students who have their 
own computers, they often do not have Internet access at home, either. Thus, most 
of them have to rent computers in Internet shops to study online, which is not 
convenient for them at all. (Teacher # 6) 
 My students told me that they often went to the Internet shop to study. They had 
to pay VND10000 for their 5 hours of using the computer in the Internet shop. 
However, they waited for hours without being able to log in the program. 
(Teacher # 3) 
 My students told me that when they use the computers in the Internet shops, they 
could not open the audio files to do the listening exercises in the online program. I 
think, this might due to the lack of compatible software in the computers there… 
(Teacher # 14) 
Second, 13 participants (86.67%) believe that students have poor motivation 
to study EFL online. As illustrated in the following excerpts, the teachers tended to 
attribute students’ poor EFL learning motivation to their laziness, low levels of 
English proficiency, and lack of awareness about the purposes of EFL learning. 
 The students at this university have low marks at the university entrance exam. 
Their low marks indicate that their learning motivation is low. Their learning results 
at schools were also low since they were lazy. They still keep that lazy habit when 
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studying at university. They do not carry out learning activities as required either in 
face-to-face class or online. It is difficult to teach those students. They account for 
60-70 percent of students in my class. (Teacher # 14) 
 Up to 70 % of my students who major in Electricity or Mechanics do not pay 
attention to learn English. That is because they took University Entrance exams in 
Maths, Physics and Chemistry so they did not learn English at high schools. At 
the university, their English is not good so they do not like learning English. 
(Teacher # 2) 
 They [students] do not care about the learning objectives of the English lessons. 
They do not know why they need to learn English, either. (Teacher # 6) 
Five participants (33.33%) indicated that many students do not have the 
ability to self-regulate their EFL learning. For example, Teacher # 6 stated: “Many 
students do not have the ability to regulate their own EFL learning. In the [face-to-
face] class, under the teacher’s obligation, they may study but they do not study at 
home.” 
It was indicated by two participants (13.33%) that technical errors in 
assessing students’ online work demotivate students to complete the online learning 
components. They indicated that confirmation of students’ correct answers to the 
online exercises plays an important role in motivating them to study online. For 
example, Teacher # 4 stated: 
The technical problem is the biggest. Students need to be ensured that their learning 
[online] was properly assessed so that they can be inspired to learn. However, they 
keep complaining that they did not get marks when they selected correct options. […] 
If there was not that problem, students would surely enjoy their learning. My students 
are really hard working. Many of them managed to do all the online exercises that I 
gave them. However, since their learning online was not accurately assessed and 
reported, their learning motivation reduced quickly just after the first unit.  
Pedagogically, the teacher participants attempt to use online learning 
components to enhance students’ self-study of EFL beyond face-to-face class by 
assigning specific online tasks for students to complete and introducing the learning 
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tools embedded in the online learning component. They do not tend to use online 
learning components to facilitate the development of students’ ability to take control 
of their own learning by, for example, allowing them to study at their own pace 
(Reinders, 2010) or encouraging them to seek help to solve problems with their 
individual learning experience through online interactions with teachers and peers 
(Picciano, 2006b). None of the participants were observed using the online 
communication tools embedded in the LMS such as discussion boards or chat rooms 
to enhance students to carry out authentic tasks of communicating in English as 
suggested by Marsh (2012). These results on the teachers’ practices are consistent 
with the teachers’ perceptions of potential benefits of EFL blended learning in which 
none of the teachers referred to the benefits of EFL blended learning in fostering 
students’ ability to carry out active and self-regulated learning and genuine 
communication in English. Hence, teachers need to be assisted to realise such 
benefits of blended learning for EFL learning. 
4.2.1.2 Monitoring students’ completion of online learning tasks 
In the interviews, all the teacher participants mentioned their use of online reports to 
monitor students’ completion of online learning tasks. For example, they recounted 
their practices as follows: 
 I log in every week to export reports and check how many students have logged in 
to do online exercises, how many of them have finished and what percentage of 
their answers are correct. In my [face-to-face] class, I often remind them of their 
online work. (Teacher # 2) 
 If teachers do not check the online report regularly, students will not study online 
until the end of the semester and they just do the minimum percentage of the 
exercises in order to be eligible to sit for the final exam. Thus, I have to show the 
online report in every face-to-face lesson and continuously warn them about their 
incomplete online tasks. (Teacher # 12) 
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Observations of the participants’ face-to-face teaching also showed that they 
use online reports to calculate the students’ marks for attendance. The followings are 
typical excerpts from their teaching in face-to-face classes. 
 In our last lesson, I asked you to complete all the online exercises of unit 7. But as 
you can see in this online report, many of you did not do the exercises, which is 
unacceptable. I will use the online results to calculate your attendance marks. If you 
do not finish the online work, I will minus your marks. (Teacher # 15) 
 I just pay attention to the column showing the percentage of completion. The red 
number is the average percentage of completion of the five units. Every 4% of 
incompletion will be calculated as one period absent from lessons. If you are absent 
for more than 20 periods, you are not allowed to sit for the test at end of the 
semester. (Teacher # 14) 
Thirteen participants (86.67%), however, reported problems in exporting and 
using the reports. The most common problem is that it takes too long to download 
the report which is illustrated in the following quotation. 
My teaching schedule is busy during the semester so I hardly have time to go online 
during the daytime. Thus, I often have to log in to download report in the evening. 
However, it often took me from one to two hours to download the report. It is really 
annoying! (Teacher # 9) 
Another problem is the unreliability of the information in the report due to 
technical errors in automatic marking and reporting online. One teacher explained 
the problem as follows: 
There are too many technical errors. For example, students did not get marks even 
when their answers were correct. [...] The errors sometimes are shown in the report 
itself. One of my students has 125% of completion while the maximum percentage 
should be 100%! (Teacher # 5) 
According to the teachers, the problems discourage them from making use of 
the online report to monitor students’ independent learning. For example, two 
teachers stated: 
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 It sometimes takes me several hours to export online reports. I often have to log in 
at midnight to get the report since it takes less time then. Sometimes I could not get 
the report even after several hours of waiting. Thus, when I am busy I do not export 
an online report and of course I do not refer to the report in my teaching in the 
[face-to-face] class. (Teacher # 7) 
 I often have to tell my students not to worry about the online reports. I just need 
them to complete about 70% of the online exercises. But we will not use the reports 
to assign attendance marks to students since they are not accurate. (Teacher # 4) 
As illustrated in the following excerpts, some of the participants also 
indicated their doubts about the connection between the information in the online 
report and the actual learning efforts invested by their students. 
 We cannot be sure whether the students do the online work themselves or have 
someone complete it for them. (Teacher # 15) 
 After I told my students that they cannot finish all the online exercises within such a 
short time, some of them developed a new strategy to do the cheating. Students told 
me that their friends logged in the website for two hours without doing anything 
and then log out. (Teacher # 9) 
Five participants (33.33%) were observed to emphasise students’ independent 
and responsible online learning. For example, the following statement was given by 
Teacher # 5 in her face-to-face class:  
…remember to do the exercises yourself. […] you need to know that you are learning 
English for yourself, for your own future life and work. If you try to do cheating, you 
will be the persons who suffer since the test at the end of the semester will also cover 
the language knowledge provided in the online learning program. 
Due to technical problems related to download time and the reliability of 
information in terms of reflecting students’ actual completion of online exercises, 11 
teacher participants indicated their dissatisfaction with using the online reports to 
monitor students’ learning online. For example, Teacher # 1 stated:  
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It seems that the online learning does not mean anything. Students may study online 
but the teachers do not have any methods to supervise and assess […].No one takes 
control of the students’ online learning, it is dangerous that way! 
As can be seen from the above responses, one of the teachers’ main purposes 
of employing online learning was to monitor students’ online ‘attendance’ and their 
completion of online tasks for giving mark on students’ learning attitude. It seemed 
obvious that online learning components are not used in a constructivist mode to 
scaffold students’ learning. This results in accordance with their perceptions of the 
benefits of EFL blended learning, in which none of the teachers referred to the use of 
online learning components to gain further understanding of individual students’ 
learning to provide them with timely assistance and promote their learning online 
and in face-to-face classes. Support for teachers should assist them to realise the 
potential of online learning components for students’ EFL learning in line with their 
teaching tasks. 
The teachers’ practices of facilitating and monitoring students’ online 
learning indicated their awareness that students’ motivation and engagement in 
independent learning online are essential for EFL blended learning. They also 
appeared to improve students’ motivation and engagement in online learning by 
applying such pedagogical strategies as (i) specifying online learning tasks that 
students have to fulfil, (ii) introducing online learning tools and encouraging students 
to use the tools to study EFL, and (iii) monitoring their completion of online learning 
tasks. The teachers’ practices of assigning and monitoring students’ completion of 
online learning tasks indicated that teachers still maintain a considerable control over 
students’ learning online. However, as indicated by the teachers, their practices of 
introducing and encouraging students to use the online learning tools to self-study 
and improve their EFL appeared to aim to facilitate students’ active learning. Since 
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the employment of these strategies did not seem to be effective in motivating all 
students to study online, the teachers may need support to understand students’ 
difficulty in carry out online learning and develop relevant teaching strategies to 
support. 
4.2.2 Teachers’ use of the face-to-face environment 
The observations of the teachers’ face-to-face classes and their accounts of their own 
practices in the interviews showed considerable convergence in the way they use 
face-to-face environment. Their main uses included (i) presenting language 
knowledge, (ii) enhancing students’ collaborative learning and language 
performance, and (iii) providing students with feedback on their learning. 
4.2.2.1 Presenting English language knowledge 
The observations of the teacher participants’ face-to-face classes show that they often 
spend from one fourth to one third of class time presenting language knowledge to 
students. In the interviews, five participants underlined their explicit provision of 
English language knowledge in the face-to-face class. For example, Teacher # 12 
stated: “First of all, I present the language knowledge of the lesson and require my 
students to fully understand the language knowledge before they practise using it.” 
Language knowledge was observed to include English vocabulary, grammar and 
functional language structures related to specific topics of language use in daily life. 
The selection and organisation of the language knowledge was determined by 
textbook, since teachers were required to follow the textbook and prescribed teaching 
plan. However, participants expressed different perspectives over the impact of 
online learning components on their presentation of language knowledge in face-to-
face classes. Their opinions are divided into three groups. 
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First, six participants (40.00%) indicated that they spent less time on 
presenting language knowledge as a result of the employment of the online 
component. The following excerpt is one example. 
I told students that I just present the main points [of the related language 
knowledge]. They have to find the details in the online learning program. Thus, I can 
save the presentation time for students’ practice using English language inside the 
class and at the same time ask students to explore the language knowledge 
themselves. (Teacher # 5) 
Only four out of these six teachers were observed to briefly present the 
language knowledge of their lessons and spent most time on organising activities for 
students to practise using English language. Meanwhile, the other two teachers were 
observed to explain in detail language knowledge in their lessons. 
Second, three of 15 teachers (20.00%) expressed the idea that the presence of 
online learning components encouraged them to present more language knowledge to 
students. As evidenced in the following excerpt, since the online learning is also 
reflected on the summative tests at the end of the semester, the teachers felt that they 
should refer to the language structures in online learning components in their face-to-
face teaching.  
In EFL blended learning courses, students are provided with more language input so 
the amount of language knowledge to be presented to students increases. In face-to-
face classes, teachers have to cover not only the language knowledge in the textbook 
but also in online learning components. That is because the knowledge will appear in 
their English tests. Thus, teachers need to spend time in face-to-face classes to revise 
the knowledge in the online program. (Teacher # 2) 
Two teachers were observed adapting some reading passages in the online learning 
exercises to create extra activities for students. However, their adaptation seemed to 
aim at providing students with more relevant listening material since “the listening 
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tasks in the textbook are sometimes too difficult for students” (Teacher # 12), rather 
than incorporating any new language structures.  
Third, the remaining six participants (40.00%) indicated that employment of 
online learning components did not lead to any changes in their teaching in face-to-
face classes. The teachers believe that online learning components were designed for 
students’ self-learning beyond face-to-face classes so it would not affect their 
teaching in face-to-face classes. For example, Teacher # 8 stated:  
There is hardly any change at all. Online learning program is for students’ 
homework. The teaching in the [face-to-face] class still follows the textbook, 
focusing on transmitting the language knowledge so that students can apply the 
knowledge to do the drill and practice online. 
The teacher participants’ different perspectives on the role of online learning 
components in their face-to-face teaching indicate their divergent understandings of 
the pedagogical design of blended learning. The divergence seems to result from a 
lack of general guidance on how to employ blended learning for pedagogical 
purposes that was referred by Teacher # 12: “The workshops at the beginning of 
semesters did not refer to pedagogy of blended learning. It seems to be forgotten.” 
However, it can be seen that despite their different opinions on the impact of 
students’ online learning on their face-to-face class teaching in terms of allocating 
time to present language knowledge, fewer than one third of the teachers seemed to 
actually reduce their presentation time. The other teachers appeared to make no 
changes in their teaching practices. 
4.2.2.2 Enhancing students’ collaborative learning and use of English 
language  
The observations of the teacher participants’ activities in face-to-face classes 
revealed that they often require students to work in pairs and in groups. The most 
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common activity is that students work in pairs to ask and answer questions in order 
to practise using a particular language structure, for example making questions in the 
present tense or using there is/are to describe an ideal working or living place. Such 
activities are mostly adopted from the textbook. The teachers sometimes create 
additional activities for students to work in pairs and groups, for example, role 
playing, translating the transcriptions of listening tracks, and making a new 
situational dialogue based on the textbook. After language tasks in pairs and groups, 
students are often required to perform in front of the class. However, it appears that 
the pair and group work activities focuses more on enhancing students’ acquisition 
and correct use of linguistic forms and functions rather than enriching their 
experiences of expressing their own meaning and comprehending others’ ideas in 
English via oral interaction with peers. 
In the interviews, eight out of 15 participants (53.33%) indicated their 
intentional use of pair and group work activities to promote collaborative learning 
among students. The strategies employed include grouping students of different 
levels together and assign them with a shared responsibility to complete the task. For 
example, they stated: 
 When working in pairs and groups, students have chances to exchange their 
knowledge and understandings. For example, one student travels a lot and knows a 
lot about the advantages and disadvantages of different means of transport. Thus, 
he/she can share with others. Or when they work together they can learn new 
words, new ideas from one another. (Teacher # 14) 
 When organising students to work in pairs or groups, I often arrange high and low 
achieving students to work in the same pairs or groups so that they can help one 
another. (Teacher # 3) 
 I often require students to work in pairs and then perform their work in front of the 
class. Pair members have to cooperate and correct each other’s errors until they can 
carry out the task. (Teacher # 9) 
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Five participants articulated their purpose in organising pair and group work 
activities to provide students with opportunities to practise using English in face-to-
face classes. For example, they stated: 
 After presenting the target language structures, I ask students to work in pairs and 
groups to practise using the language structures they have learned. (Teacher # 12) 
 When working in pairs and groups, students have more chances to practise English 
and they do not feel shy or losing face about making errors. (Teacher # 2) 
 Students were encouraged to use English, not Vietnamese to communicate with 
peers in pairs and groups. (Teacher # 9) 
Most of the students were observed to be engaged in pair and group activities. 
They talked with one another in both English and Vietnamese and most is related to 
the tasks assigned for them. They were also observed correcting one another’s errors 
in pronunciation and spelling, modelling the use of target language structures, asking 
for help and collaborating with other members in the groups or pairs to finish their 
shared tasks. When the teacher asks the group representatives to report their work in 
front of the class, other members of the group were often seen trying to help the one 
on the stage, for example by reminding them of missing ideas (in speaking) or 
indicating spelling errors (in writing). Thus, by organising students to work in pairs 
and groups and giving them shared tasks, teachers seemed to provide students with 
opportunities to carry out active and collaborative learning to practise using English 
language.  
However, 11 participants (73.33%) pointed out that the limited time allocated 
for face-to-face class teaching is the main barrier to their use of pair and group work 
activities. For example, Teacher # 13 stated: 
The pair and group work activities often take a lot of class time so when not much 
class time is left, I do not ask students work in pairs or groups or perform in front of 
  
Chapter 4: Results and Analysis 154 
the class but I summarise the main points myself so that we can move to another 
section [in the textbook] or finish the lesson in time.  
It was also commonly observed in face-to-face classes that teachers could not 
manage to give students as much time as they need for their work in pairs or groups 
or offered opportunities to all students who wanted to perform language tasks in front 
of the class. They often limited the time the students spend working with peers, 
appointed some pairs and groups to perform and asked others to do more practice at 
home since they did not have enough time in face-to-face classes, which is consistent 
with the limited opportunity and insufficient time for individual students’ learning in 
face-to-face English teaching in Vietnam reported by MOET-ULIS (2013). 
Nevertheless, none of the teachers intended to utilise the online learning environment 
to enable students to carry out collaborative learning. As indicated in the following 
excerpts, the fear of increase in workload and the lack of a requirement from faculty 
executives seemed to be the main reasons for not doing so.  
 I have never used the communication tools in the online program. […]. I do not 
have time to join forums or set up forums for students. In face-to-face class, I just 
focus on the textbook which is already too much. If I were required to set up forums 
or students’ learning community like that, I would need a better working condition 
and payment. (Teacher # 1) 
 I suggest my students going to forum online to exchange ideas with one another but 
I do not since I do not have time. (Teacher # 3) 
4.2.2.3 Providing students with feedback on their learning 
Observations of the teacher participants’ face-to-face classes showed that they often 
give immediate comments to praise or verify the accuracy of the students’ responses 
to teachers’ questions. The most common comments include “That’s correct!”, 
“Right!” and “Very good!.” In addition, as illustrated in the following excerpt, some 
of the teachers’ feedback appeared to target identifying and correcting students’ 
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specific errors in grammar, pronunciation, message content and manner of 
performing the language task.  
 (Teacher # 7 was giving feedback on a student’s telling about activities of a man, 
using the pictures in the textbook. The activity was designed for students to practise 
telling the time) 
S: He has a coffee break at quarter to 10. He checks his diary at quarter past 10. He 
have a meeting at ten to ten… 
T: You tell the story well, however, you need to pay attention to some small mistake, 
very small for example ‘he has’ not ‘have’. Another one is ‘he checks his diary’ 
(Teacher corrected students’ pronunciation of the word ‘diary’) 
(Teacher # 15 was giving feedback on a student’s recount of her friend’s holiday) 
T: What do you think about your friend’s performance? It is good, isn’t it? Anyway 
you should say something about the weather there in Samson beach and speak a 
bit louder so that everyone can hear. Ok? Good! 
It was also observed that teachers sometimes checked students’ completion of 
assigned homework in face-to-face classes and provided them with verbal feedback. 
For example, they checked if students had learnt new words or had done the online 
exercises as required. As evidenced in the following excerpts, the feedback seems to 
focus on making judgement on and increasing students’ learning efforts. 
(Teacher # 14 was giving commenting after checking the student’s learning of new 
vocabulary) 
T: You have not learned the new words! There are just a few new words but you did 
not learn. I think you need to study hard otherwise you will have problems with 
English language subject… 
(Teacher # 7 was commenting while showing the students the report of their online 
learning) 
T: This is the report I downloaded at 9 pm last night. As you can see, many of you 
have not done any of the online exercises at all which is unacceptable. I have told 
you many times that learning English requires you to work diligently…  
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According to the teachers, their purposes in giving feedback include 
“…show[ing] their mistakes, help[ing] other students to avoid making similar 
mistakes and encourage[ing] them to study hard” (Teacher # 3) and they often give 
feedback on students’ learning. All participants, however, indicated that their 
feedback often focused on students’ particular language performance and they were 
not able to follow up on their feedback and re-read student work due to lack of class 
time and the large class size. For example, Teacher # 14 stated: 
I focus my feedback on that specific language performance but I cannot check if the 
students can avoid the mistakes after my feedback. There are too many students in 
the class and it is good enough to manage to appoint each student to perform once in 
each lesson. I may not appoint that student again until the next lesson so how can I 
remember his/her previous mistakes. 
According to Hattie and Timperley’s (2007) meta-analysis on the power of 
feedback, the teachers’ practices of giving judgements on students’ learning efforts 
might not be effective in improving their learning engagement and understanding of 
the learning task, but the practices of giving praise and corrective feedback might 
facilitate the students’ learning by enhancing their self-efficacy and understanding of 
the learning objectives. However, as illustrated in the above response given by 
Teacher # 14, the teachers’ practices of providing corrective feedback seemed to be 
inhibited by the restriction in teaching time and the limited opportunities that 
students have for language performance in face-to-face classes. Although all the 
participants are aware of those inhibitive factors in the face-to-face environment, 
none of them intend to utilise the online learning environment to give feedback on 
students’ learning. The reason for this seemed to lie in their concerns over the 
difficulties of monitoring and assessing students’ online learning, “I never require 
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students to upload and peer-edit their writing online. It would be a good idea to do so 
but the problem is how to monitor and assess their online activities” (Teacher # 4). 
In short, the teacher participants appeared to use the face-to-face environment 
mainly to present language knowledge, enhance the collaborative learning among 
students, and provide them with opportunities to carry out language performance and 
receive feedback on their performance. As such, the teaching pedagogy can be said 
to be predominantly teacher-centred, since the teachers’ primary role are the main 
instructor and the decision maker regarding what students learn and how. As a result, 
the lessons appeared to address the learning needs which are perceived by the 
teachers rather than those explicated by the students, which was also revealed by 
Hoang (2014). In terms of content, moreover, the main focus was on limited sets of 
vocabulary, grammar and functional expressions specified in the textbook. It was 
observed that little class time seemed to be spent on enabling students to use English 
for genuine communicative purposes or developing their language skills, 
communication strategies or intercultural knowledge. Regarding integration between 
online learning components and face-to-face class teaching, except for some teachers 
who appeared to reduce the time they spent on presenting language knowledge and 
require students to carry out self-study of language knowledge online, teachers did 
not tend to take the online learning components into consideration when teaching in 
face-to-face classes. Although the teachers indicated that the lack of teaching time 
and large class size in face-to-face classes prevented them from providing students 
with individualised feedback and facilitating students’ collaborative learning, they 
did not seem to have any intention of using online learning components to address 
the problems due to their primary concerns over the difficulties in monitoring 
students’ online activities. 
  
Chapter 4: Results and Analysis 158 
The teachers’ practices of employing online and face-to-face environments 
aligned with their own understanding of blended learning presented in the previous 
section. The main focus was on employing blended learning to replicate their 
conventional teaching practices rather than to facilitate transformative improvements 
in the ways teaching and learning were carried out which is the objective of ICT 
integration in Vietnamese HE reform (MOET, 2008; Vietnamese Government, 2005) 
and also the main reason for the advocacy for the employment of blended learning in 
HE (Garrison & Kanuka, 2004; Garrison & Vaughan, 2008; Hofmann, 2011; Masie, 
2012; Moskal & Cavanagh, 2013; Vaughan, 2010). Hence, the teachers need support 
to reconsider the impact of their pedagogical and curricular approach on students’ 
learning. They also need to be assisted to develop appropriate strategies to employ 
online learning components to overcome obstacles in the traditional face-to-face 
classes to facilitate students’ active and collaborative learning, and incorporate 
students’ online learning into their lessons in face-to-face classes. 
4.3 FACTORS INFLUENCING THE TEACHERS’ PERCEPTIONS AND 
EXPERIENCES OF BLENDED LEARNING 
As proposed in the conceptual framework, the influencing factors are divided into 
teachers’ TPACK knowledge (Section 4.3.1) and contextual factors (Section 4.3.2.). 
4.3.1 Teachers’ TPACK knowledge 
Adopting Mishra and Koehler’s (2006) TPACK framework, the research results on the 
EFL teachers’ knowledge are presented in seven subheadings: teachers’ content 
knowledge, pedagogical knowledge, pedagogical content knowledge, technological 
knowledge, technological content knowledge, technological pedagogical knowledge 
and technological pedagogical content knowledge. A summary of the teachers’ TPACK 
knowledge is presented in the following diagram (Figure 4.1) in which different sizes of 
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the circles and spaces are used to demonstrate individual and combined components of 
teachers’ TPACK knowledge. 
 
Figure 4.1. The teachers’ TPACK knowledge. 
4.3.1.1. Teachers’ Content Knowledge 
All teacher participants were asked about what needs to be taught to the students to 
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Table 4.6 Teachers’ Content Knowledge 
What needs to be taught to students/multiple responses Teachers 
(n=15) 
Vocabulary 14 (93.33%) 
Pronunciation  13 (86.67%) 
Functional language structures 10 (66.67%) 
Grammar  7 (46.67%) 
Four language skills of listening, reading, writing, speaking 2 (13.33%) 
Cultural knowledge 1 (6.67%) 
As can be seen in Table 4.6, teachers indicated a central focus on English 
language knowledge including vocabulary, pronunciation, functional structures and 
grammar. They underlined the need to develop students’ English vocabulary and 
improve their English pronunciation. For example, they stated: 
 Students need good pronunciation so that they can make people understand them. 
English vocabulary is also very important, students need to have a large vocabulary 
so that they can listen and read in English. (Teacher # 1) 
 Pronunciation and vocabulary are the two factors which determine the students’ 
ability to use English at work later. (Teacher # 3) 
Ten participants (66.67%) highlighted the need to provide students with 
functional language structures used in everyday English or their future work, 
“students need to master language structures used in specific situations related to 
daily communication or their future work” (Teacher # 10). Seven participants 
mentioned the need to teach students about English grammar, although they 
expressed contradictory opinions over the importance of the teaching of English 
grammar in comparison with the teaching of other linguistic components. For 
example, Teacher # 8 stated: “students need to be provided with the basic knowledge 
of vocabulary and grammar”, while Teacher # 3 said: “students need pronunciation 
and vocabulary; grammar should not be the main focus.”  
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Two out of the 15 teachers (13.33%) highlighted the need to teach students 
the language skills of listening, reading, writing and speaking. For example, 
Teacher # 1 said: 
The TOEIC test that students take to certify their completion of their EFL learning at 
the University focuses only on reading and listening skills. However, we still need to 
teach them the four language skills since they interrelate to one another. 
Only one participant pointed out that students need “knowledge about English 
culture” (Teacher # 1). However, all participants indicated their dependence on the 
textbook for the selection of language knowledge. For example, they stated: 
 Textbooks are carefully designed. We also select a very appropriate textbook to 
use. Thus, the objective of our teaching is to help students learn all the content 
included in the textbook. (Teacher # 3)  
 The current textbooks that we are using provide all the necessary language 
knowledge for students. I do not think that teachers need to supplement anything. 
(Teacher # 2) 
It can be seen that although all the teachers indicated that the main objective 
of their teaching is to develop students’ ability to communicate in English, their 
knowledge of the subject content seemed to focus mainly on the linguistic and 
functional knowledge of English language based on the textbook. Most of them did 
not seem to perceive the need to teach students about language skills, communication 
strategies and cultural aspects embedded in English language, although those 
elements are found to have profound influences on the success of communication in 
English (Hoa, 2008) and are considered to be the core content for the learning of 
English as a second or foreign language by Brandl (2008) and Lafayette (1993). 
Regarding the teachers’ English proficiency, this study could not collect data 
about the English proficiency of individual participating teachers. However, 
complying with MOET’s requirement (MOET, 2012b), all EFL teachers at VIUni 
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and other universities located in the Northern provinces of Vietnam took an English 
proficiency test in late 2013 to decide whether they were proficiency enough to teach 
EFL at university or needed further training. The general information about all the 
teachers’ English proficiency is released in mass media that only 8.56 percent of 877 
EFL teachers at Vietnamese universities were at the satisfactory level to teach 
English at universities (Nghiem, 2014). However, individual teachers’ results had to 
be kept confidential and were provided to teachers only. Based on the released 
statistics, it can be inferred that some of participating teachers may not reach the 
threshold level of proficiency to teach English effectively (Richards, 2012). 
4.3.1.2. Teachers’ Pedagogical Knowledge  
All teacher participants were asked about what pedagogical strategies they use in 
teaching EFL. Their responses are presented in Table 4.7. 
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Table 4.7 Teachers’ Pedagogical Knowledge 
Understanding of students’ learning and pedagogical strategies Teachers 
(n=15) 
Students play the central role in their learning process and teachers 
facilitate by giving verbal instruction on learning objectives, methods 
and knowledge areas. 
13 (86.67%) 
Teacher play central role to transmit knowledge and control student 
learning. 
2 (13.33%) 
Students need to carry out independent learning 15 (100.00%) 
Independent learning is teacher-directed learning beyond F2F class 
Teachers promote by close monitoring and frequent assessment  
12 (80.00%) 
Independent learning is self-directed learning beyond F2F class 
Teacher promotes by suggesting materials sources, type and places 
of extra learning activities 
3 (20.00%) 
Teachers need to organise students to work in pairs and groups and 
encourage them to learn from their peers 
8 (53.33%) 
Teachers promote by grouping students of different levels, 
assigning shared responsibility for task completion 
6 (40%) 
Teachers promote by specific target vocabulary, providing 
language model, giving feedback 
2 (13.33%) 
Students’ learning motivation is important 15 (100.00%) 
Strategies to improve students’ motivation in face-to-face classes  
Increasing student interaction with peers via pair/group work 
Diversify learning activities 
Informing about importance of EFL 







All teacher participants were asked about their understanding of the student learning 
process and what teachers could do to facilitate students’ learning at tertiary level. 
Thirteen participants (86.67%) highlighted the students’ central role in their learning 
process and the teachers’ role of guiding student learning, “Students must play the 
central role in their learning and teachers are just instructors who provide students 
with guidance on their learning” (Teacher # 9). As illustrated in the following 
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excerpts, the basic strategy they employed to ‘guide’ students’ learning was giving 
verbal instructions to the whole class about learning objectives, learning methods and 
areas to study in the face-to-face classes.  
 Teachers need to identify the learning objectives in each lesson. Students need to 
know what they must be able to do after the lesson so that they can try hard [to 
achieve]. (Teacher # 6) 
 Teachers must provide students with guidance on the learning methods, learning 
strategies. (Teacher # 1) 
 Teachers must provide students with guidance on what to study, particularly what 
topics to focus on. Students cannot find out themselves. (Teacher # 3) 
Noticeably, there were two participants (13.33%) who emphasised the teachers’ 
central roles in the students’ learning process, which included transmitting 
knowledge and controlling students’ learning. 
 Teachers are still the centre of all the [learning] activities since they are the 
people who transmit necessary knowledge to students. They must be the centre. 
(Teacher # 10) 
 Teacher must play the central role in the students’ learning process, making 
students learn the way we direct them to learn. (Teacher # 14) 
All participants highlighted the importance of students’ independent learning, 
“at tertiary level, it is vital for students to carry out independent learning” (Teacher # 
4). However, 12 participants (80.00%) appeared to regard students’ independent 
learning as teacher-directed learning that students carry out beyond face-to-face 
classes rather than their active and self-directed learning. For example, they stated:  
 We ask students to do online homework. It is obligatory so they have to carry out 
independent learning. (Teacher # 2) 
 Students have to self-study. It would not be effective if the teacher talks for long. I 
ask them to find out at home and present the target knowledge using their own 
words in the [face-to-face] class. Students may not be familiar with this way of 
learning but they can get used to it. If they just sit there listening to the teacher, they 
may fall asleep. (Teacher # 9) 
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All of those participants seemed to consider teachers’ close monitoring and 
frequent assessment as an important way to promote students’ independent learning. 
For example, three teachers stated: 
 It enables students’ independent learning when teachers give them specific 
exercises to complete at home. (Teacher # 3) 
 Students can improve their speaking skills by joining the English club at the 
university. However, at present not many students participate in the club. More 
students would attend if we organised smaller clubs with the participation of the 
teachers who are involved in teaching the students. (Teacher # 13) 
 The only way to increase students’ independent learning is to check their learning 
frequently in the [face-to-face] class. That is, if I give you this homework today, I 
will check it in the lesson next week. (Teacher # 6) 
Only three participants (20.00%) appeared to relate students’ independent 
learning to their self-directed learning outside face-to-face classes. For example, 
Teacher # 8 stated: “students have to actively carry out independent learning. For 
example, they can do extra grammatical exercises in English learning books or go 
online to study. There are so many English learning programs online. Students can 
acquire more knowledge themselves.” Their strategy to facilitate students’ 
independent learning was introducing the sources of extra learning materials, the 
types and places of extra learning activities. For example, they stated:  
 We can also introduce the extra learning programs they should take or other sources 
of online materials they should exploit. (Teacher # 1) 
 I suggest my students to join the English club in Ngoc Khanh street to practise 
communicating in English. (Teacher # 4) 
Eight participants (53.33%) appeared to highlight that students need to carry 
out cooperative learning, “we have to inform students about the importance of 
learning from peers” (Teacher # 3). Among them six teachers (40%) indicated that 
the strategies they employed to facilitate students’ cooperative learning included 
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arranging students who have different levels of English proficiency to work in pairs 
and groups and requiring all the members of the pairs or groups to be responsible for 
the quality of their shared task. Two participants mentioned other strategies to 
support students’ pair and group work. As illustrated in the following response, the 
strategies include assessing students, giving verbal feedback on student’s task 
performance, providing them opportunities to work on the feedback and the language 
model, which appeared to enhance students’ understanding of learning objectives and 
reflection on their own learning. 
Before asking student to carry out pair and group work, I often give instructions on 
what words or phrases should be used or a model of language use in the situation. 
After students practice in pairs or groups, I appoint at least five pairs or groups to 
perform the task and show them the weak or string points of their performances 
(Teacher # 2). 
All participants highlighted the importance of students’ learning motivation. 
For example, Teacher # 6 stated: “The most important thing is students’ learning 
motivation. Students can learn only when they are motivated to learn.” Five 
participants indicated their strategies to motivate students to learn. As illustrated in 
the following excerpts, their strategies included increasing interaction among 
students, diversifying learning activities and demonstrating and giving verbal 
instructions on the importance of EFL learning. 
 I pay attention to increasing the interactions between students and teacher and 
among students. I design interactive activities and allow students to move around 
inside the class to interview their peers. I noticed that when the interactions 
increase, the students enjoy learning more. (Teacher # 4) 
 I often organize learning activities with rewards and punishment to motivate 
students to take part in. The reward can be just a nice pen or being carried by a 
friend on his/her back for a while. Punishment can be just singing a song. Such 
activities are really funny and appealing to students. (Teacher # 1) 
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 I often let students listen to English songs, watch short video clips in English, or 
watch famous movies with English subtitles. My students really like those 
activities. (Teacher # 15) 
 I show students job advertisements which require applicants to have certain levels 
of English proficiency. I also point to the fact that the English language subject is a 
considerable proportion of their tertiary curriculum and that it will influence their 
overall learning results if they do not learn English well. (Teacher # 7) 
One participant (Teacher # 9) also highlighted the need to be flexible in 
teaching techniques to address students’ diversity. She stated: “It [teaching] must 
depend on the students, their learning motivation, their language proficiency and 
their learning conditions. No method can fit all [students].”  
Overall, teacher participants appear to have diverse pedagogical knowledge. 
Most teachers advocate student-centred approach to teaching and learning. However, 
their pedagogical strategy, which is giving verbal instruction to the whole class about 
learning objectives, learning methods and learning areas, is dominantly teacher-
centred. They all appreciate the importance of students’ independent learning. Most 
of them consider independent learning as teacher-directed learning beyond face-to-
face classes. They consider regulating and assessing student’s learning as the only 
ways to promote students independent learning. All teacher participants place 
importance on students’ learning motivation and the key strategy they employ to 
improve student learning motivation is increasing interactions among students using 
pair and group work activities. They seem to be unaware of the importance of 
students’ self-directed and active learning. There was little evidence that they know 
about strategies to foster student learning agency (Reinders, 2010) and scaffold 
learning by identifying and responding to students’ learning needs in a timely 
manner (Murphy, 2008). Notably, seven teachers (46.67%) did not seem to place 
importance on facilitating students’ cooperative learning or know about the cognitive 
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and affective effects of cooperative learning (Jeffrey, Milne, Suddaby & Higgins, 
2014; McDonough, 2004). Only two teachers (13.33%) appear to be aware of the 
need to prepare students for the cooperative tasks and scaffold their work in pairs and 
groups (Thanh, 2014).  
4.3.1.3. Teachers’ Pedagogical Content Knowledge 
It was highlighted by all the teacher participants that the goal of their EFL teaching is 
to develop students’ ability to communicate in English, “When students graduate 
from university, they will need to use English to communicate at work. Thus, our 
teaching needs to be orientated toward developing their communicative skills” 
(Teacher # 12). They all indicated their advocacy for the Communicative Language 
Teaching (CLT) approach, “of course, we have to follow CLT approach” (Teacher # 
1). However, their understandings of CLT seemed to belong to the so-called weak 
forms of CLT (Howatt,1984) which places more importance on accurate use of 
language forms than the use of language to express own ideas (Hall, 2011). For 
example, two teachers stated:  
 Students lack foundational knowledge including English vocabulary, grammar so 
teachers cannot teach them the four language skills for communication. We still 
have to teach them linguistic knowledge. (Teacher # 7) 
 In order to develop communicative skills, students need to have foundational 
knowledge of vocabulary, grammar and functional language. (Teacher # 12) 
As illustrated in the following excerpts, participants indicated their advocacy for the 
3P (Presentation-Practice-Production) language teaching method which is often 
embedded in international English language textbooks (Allwright & Hanks, 2009; 
Ellis, 2005). 
 Students need to master language structures first. Then they apply the knowledge 
[of language structures] into specific situations. […] Teachers have to present the 
structures and give students drill exercises to practise the structures. Finally, 
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teachers have to create communicative situations for students to use the structures. 
3P is the most suitable model [of English language teaching]. (Teacher #10) 
 After presenting language structures, I will ask students to do some controlled 
activities to practise the structures. After that, students can practise using the 
structures more freely to express their own ideas. For example, for the topic of jobs 
and occupations, I will first provide students with vocabulary about different kinds 
of jobs. I will then teach them language structures to describe the jobs. Finally I will 
ask the students to use the vocabulary and structures to talk about the job that they 
like doing and why they like it. (Teacher # 12) 
All of the teacher participants highlighted that in the Vietnamese EFL 
context, students lack  a communicative environment to use the English language and 
emphasised the need to provide students with opportunities to practise using English 
language in pairs and groups in face-to-face classes. However, they expressed two 
different opinions over the work of creating such opportunities. Five participants 
emphasised the need to design extra activities to supplement those in the textbook, 
“the textbook just defines the language content to be taught, teachers have to add 
more activities for students to practise. Otherwise, they cannot learn [the language]” 
(Teacher # 4). Meanwhile, other five participants indicated their belief that they 
simply needed to undertake the activities in the textbook. For example, they stated: 
 The activities in the textbook are carefully designed and very appropriate with the 
objectives of the lessons. We just need to follow the textbook. (Teacher # 15) 
 The situations designed in the textbook are very practical and similar to the 
students’ future work. Thus, we do not need to add any more, just practise those 
situations well. (Teacher # 2) 
Despite their different perspectives on the use of the textbook for designing 
language activities in the class, the designed activities appeared to focus on enabling 
students to acquire the linguistic features and functions of English language rather 
than to express their own and comprehend others’ meaning, as illustrated in the 
following excerpts. 
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 I require students to work in pairs and groups since I try to make the most use of the 
class time to help students practise communicating in English, using the newly-
taught structures. (Teacher # 4) 
 The reason for organising pair and group work activities is that students should be 
the participants who actively take part in learning activities. If they just act as 
recipients who receive the language knowledge from the teachers, they will be 
passive and cannot use the language. (Teacher # 2)  
 Five participants (33.33%) highlighted the need to employ different teaching 
methods such as the Audio-lingual and the Grammar-Translation methods (Richards 
& Rodgers, 2001) to facilitate EFL learning. As indicated in the following excerpts, 
the purposes were designed to enhance mastery of language structures and 
improvements in oral accuracy. 
 I often ask students to repeat after the tape the new vocabulary and the model 
conversations. They have to imitate the pronunciation, word stress and sentence 
intonation until they sound like native speakers. (Teacher # 1) 
 After finishing all the listening tasks designed in the textbook, I sometimes ask 
students to translate the tape scripts of the listening tracks so that they can gain a 
better understanding of the listening content and consolidate their vocabulary and 
grammatical structures. (Teacher # 14) 
In sum, teacher participants seemed to have considerable knowledge about 
different English language teaching methods and approaches. However, they 
appeared to focus mainly on developing students’ knowledge of and ability to use a 
limited set of English language structures through drill and rules, which are also 
reported in other studies on EFL education at universities in Vietnam and Asia 
(Canh, 2011; Hoa, 2009; Kramsch & Sullivan, 1996; Littlewood, 2007; Sung & 
Pederson, 2012; Utsumi & Hau, 2010). There was no substantial evidence that the 
teachers are aware of the need to create opportunities for students to use English 
independently for real communicative purposes or to express their own meanings, 
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which is found to be greatly contributing to the development of students’ 
communicative ability in English (Brandl, 2008; Brown, 2007).  
4.3.1.4. Teachers’ Technological Knowledge 
In the interviews, all the participating teachers were given a list of technological 
skills identified as necessary skills for blended learning implementation (Appendix 
C) and asked to mark all the skills that they could carry out. Their reported skills 
were also discussed further in the interview. Table 4.8 presents the teachers’ 
responses to the questions about their technological knowledge. 
Table 4.8 Teachers’ Technological Knowledge 
Technological knowledge and skills  Teachers 
(n=15) 
Word processing skills  
- Using Microsoft Word software to design learning 
materials 
15 (100.00%) 
- Using PowerPoint programs to present textual, audio and 
video material 
15 (100.00%) 
- Inserting comments on students’ computer-based work 0 
Communication tools  
- Using email to communicate with colleagues and students 15 (100.00%) 
- Using Yahoo messenger and Facebook for social 
communication 
10 (66.67%) 
- Participating in forums or using blog  1 (6.67%) 
- Using communication tools in the university LMS 1 (6.67%) 
- Knowing about communication tools in the university LMS 3 (20.00%) 
Management of online users  
- Enrolling, listing, setting up online groups 2 (13.33%) 
Multimedia skills  
- Creating, editing, and sharing audio and video files 8 (53.33%) 
Website design and functionality  
- Creating websites  2 (13.33%) 
- Adding links and navigation buttons 5 (33.33%) 
Online assessment features  
- Creating and using online assessment tools 0 
- Creating quizzes and survey in face-to-face class using 
clickers 
0 
Trouble shooting basic student technology issues  
- Connectivity  3 (20.00%) 
- Installing computer software 3 (20.00%) 
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As can be seen in Table 4.8, all participants indicated that they are competent at 
using Microsoft Office programs and email. In fact, the university requires all 
teachers to acquire these skills are required by the University. One of the 
requirements for teacher recruitment at the University is that teachers have 
Information Technology (IT) skills at an entry level including basic uses of 
Microsoft Office Word, Excel and PowerPoint. The faculty has recently encouraged 
teachers to collaborate to design shared sets of digital lesson plans using PowerPoint. 
Thus, the teachers are quite competent in using the program to present textual, audio 
and video materials. Moreover, since the university employed an electronic 
administration programme, all teachers have been required to use the university 
emails on a daily basis to communicate with executive officers, administrators, other 
colleagues and students. 
 Except for the required skills, the participants’ other technological knowledge 
and skills are quite diverse. Many of the participants use online communication tools 
such as Yahoo Messenger and Facebook. More than half of them responded that they 
could edit, upload and download audio files since they “often have to do [such work] 
when designing, sending and downloading listening sections in [internal] English 
tests” (Teacher # 3). One third of them indicated that they could add link and 
navigation buttons and search for and install software programs on computers. Only 
two out of the 15 participants indicated that they could create their own websites, add 
and revise content of online learning courses and set up online groups, “I can use 
almost all of those skills in the list except for those related to online assessment” 
(Teacher # 1). All participants responded that they learn the knowledge and skills 
informally from the Internet, family members and colleagues. The following are the 
examples of their responses. 
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 I like IT. I mainly learn the skills myself from the Internet. (Teacher # 1) 
 I learn most of the skills from my husband. (Teacher # 4) 
 I do not know much about IT. I have to learn a lot from other colleagues. (Teacher 
# 6) 
 The teacher participants responded that they never used or did not know 
about online assessment or communication tools including forums, blogs and chat 
rooms. In particular, none of the participants has knowledge or experience in using 
online assessment tools such as creating online quizzes or designing automatic 
feedback. Fourteen out of the 15 participants never participated in any Internet 
forums or used blogs. Two participants indicated that their reason for not using these 
tools were their concerns over their lack of control of information once a thread was 
posted there, “Face book, blog and chat rooms are social networks so I do not want 
to use” (Teacher # 4). Two other participants said they did not know that online 
forums and chat rooms were embedded in online learning components at the 
University. For example, Teacher # 10 stated: “I think there should be a forum in the 
online learning program so that students can exchanges ideas easily.” Particularly, as 
indicated in the following statement, the teacher appeared to have no idea about 
communication via online forums or blogs. 
I never join any chat room or forum. I do not know about such things. But I think if 
two people want to communicate online using forum or blog, they will need to be 
online at the same time. (Teacher # 9) 
 It can be seen that more than half of the teacher participants have limited 
technological knowledge and their knowledge acquisition appears to rely largely on 
the requirements of their work. Specifically, they lack knowledge in using online 
assessment and communication tools, and managing online users. Meanwhile, as 
demonstrated by Reinders (2012), such technological knowledge is crucial for 
effective use of online learning. 
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4.3.1.5. Teachers’ Technological Content Knowledge 
The teacher participants were asked about changes in their teaching content in EFL 
blended learning courses in comparison with pure face-to-face class teaching. Their 
responses indicated no significant changes in teaching content. For example, Teacher 
# 14 said: “The content of the course is still the same. We still teach what are there in 
the textbook. I just give students fewer grammatical exercises since there are a lot of 
such exercises in the online program.”  
  The teachers were also asked to name the technologies they know that have 
been used or could be used in English language education and identify the features, 
and tools in the online program that they have found useful for their teaching and/or 
for the students’ learning of English language. Table 4.9 shows the technologies 
categorised according to major language areas and skills. 
Table 4.9 Teachers’ Technological Content Knowledge 
Technologies in use in teaching and learning of major language 
areas and skills 
Teachers 
(n=15) 
Vocabulary and pronunciation   
- The university LMS- audio recordings of word pronunciation, 
vocabulary-focused written exercises 
15 (100.00%) 
- The university LMS- digital audio recorder for self-assessment 
and reflection 
3 (20.00%) 
- Electronic dictionary 5 (33.33%) 
- PowerPoint presentation of meanings using image and video 
clips  
9 (60.00%) 
- Websites focus on teaching English vocabulary and 
pronunciation 
6 (40.00%) 
Grammar:   
- PowerPoint presentations of grammatical structures 15 (100.00%) 
- The university LMS-grammar-focused lectures  8 (53.33%) 
- The university-written practice exercises 14 (93.33%) 
- Websites focus on teaching English grammar 6 (40.00%) 
Functional language  
- Digitalised audio recordings of model conversations 5 (33.33%) 
- The university LMS-written practice exercises 3 (20.00%) 
Listening   
- The university LMS-listening practice exercises 15 (100.00%) 
- Movies in English with subtitles 4 (26.67%) 
- Websites that focus on teaching listening in English 6 (40.00%) 
Reading  
- Authentic reading materials online 15 (100.00%) 
  
Chapter 4: Results and Analysis 175 
Technologies in use in teaching and learning of major language 
areas and skills 
Teachers 
(n=15) 
- The university LMS-reading practice exercises 15 (100.00%) 
- Electronic dictionary 5 (33.33%) 
- Websites that focus on teaching reading in English 6 (40.00%) 
Writing  
- The university LMS-sentence-based writing exercises  15 (100.00%) 
- Websites that focus on teaching writing in English  6 (40.00%) 
Speaking  
- The university LMS-text-to-speech converter 2 (13.33%) 
As illustrated in Table 4.9, the teacher participants referred to the use of three 
main types of technological applications. First is the use of PowerPoint software to 
present linguistic components such as vocabulary and grammatical structures, which 
was mentioned by all the participants. Eleven participants (73.33%) pointed out two 
main benefits of using PowerPoint in teaching, including saving teaching time in 
face-to-face class and reducing teachers’ workload. For example, Teacher # 5 stated: 
“The employment of PowerPoint software enables teachers to present language 
content more quickly, vividly and clearly than using blackboard and chalk. It is 
easier for students to understand and helps save teachers’ energy in the [face-to-face] 
class.”  
Second is the use of LMS to provide drill and practice exercises of the target 
language knowledge and receptive language skills, which were mentioned by all 
teacher participants. For example, Teacher # 15 stated: “There is a huge amount of 
exercises for students to practise in online. It is more convenient and interesting for 
students to do practice exercises on computers than on papers.” Five participants 
(33.3%) also referred to the usefulness of specific features and tools in the LMS in 
enabling language learning. As described in the following excerpts, the useful 
features and tools include grammar-focused electronic lectures, audio recording of 
pronunciation, digital audio recorder and text-to-speech converter. 
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 There are online lectures for students to watch in case they miss any sections in 
face-to-face class or want to revise the grammatical knowledge. There are also 
recordings of pronunciation of all the new words; students can listen as many times 
as they want. (Teacher # 3) 
 Using digital recorder [in LMS], students can record their own pronunciations of 
new words and compare with the standard pronunciations. They can also type their 
presentation and convert it into speech to practise before presenting in front of the 
class. (Teacher # 1) 
Third is the use of the websites and web pages to provide students with authentic 
reading and listening materials and further learning opportunities with websites that 
focus on English language learning, which was mentioned by six participants (40%). 
For example, Teacher # 15 stated: “students nowadays can easily get access to language 
learning materials and instruction online. They can read news and watch movies in 
English. They can also sign in and study in various English learning websites.” 
However, none of the participants indicated concerns over the amount and rate of new 
words that students have to cope with when working with authentic materials online 
(Blake, 2011). They seem to be unsure about the exact websites providing useful 
instructions and practices of specific language areas or skills, “I know there are such 
websites but I have not got time to find out” (Teacher # 2).  
In addition, two participants (13.33%) believed that the use of digital audio 
recorders and text-to-speech converter and the electronic dictionary which were 
embedded in the LMS, could enhance students’ learning of English vocabulary and 
pronunciation and their reading and speaking skills.  
Significantly, five participants (33.33%) believe that online learning 
technologies are helpful only in developing students’ language knowledge and 
receptive skills of reading and listening, not in developing students’ productive 
language skills of speaking and writing. For example, they stated: 
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 The online learning cannot enable students to develop speaking skills since it 
requires students to have headphone and recorder. Teachers also have to give 
comments on the students’ recordings, which is impossible given the teaching time 
and the class size. (Teacher # 3) 
 Online learning programs can help students practise grammar, vocabulary, listening 
and reading. It cannot help students practise writing and speaking skills since these 
are productive skills and there is no single correct answer. (Teacher # 15) 
As illustrated in the above excerpts, the teachers’ belief on the possible use of 
technologies in EFL teaching relate closely to their PK which undervalues the role of 
students and their peers in controlling and facilitating learning. Their belief also 
reflects their focus on the accurate use English language forms rather than the use of 
English language to express meaning (PCK) and their limited knowledge about 
online learning tools and online communication (TK). 
Overall, it seems that the teacher participants have limited knowledge about 
the educational potential of technological applications in EFL education, evidenced 
by the fact that the applications they mentioned mainly focus on presenting language 
knowledge and providing students with drill and practices in language knowledge 
and receptive skills. While facilitation of authentic forms of communication such as 
chat rooms, blogs, Internet forums and wikis are highly recommended practices in 
second and foreign language learning (Golonka et al., 2014), none of the teachers 
referred to the use of such network-based social computing technologies as important 
to language learning. More importantly, their TCK appeared to be limited, since most 
of them did not refer to any necessary changes in their teaching in face-to-face 
classes given their knowledge about affordances of the LMS for enhancing students’ 
acquisition of language knowledge and drill and practice of receptive language skills.  
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4.3.1.6. Teachers’ Technological Pedagogical Knowledge 
All teacher participants were asked about their pedagogical purposes when using 
technological tools. Their responses are presented in the Table 4.10. 
Table 4.10 Teachers’ Technological Pedagogical Knowledge 
Pedagogical benefits/ problems of technological employment Teachers 
(n=15) 
The use of PowerPoint presentations in face-to-face classes 
helps transfer knowledge more effectively 
 
11 
improves learners’ engagement 5 
facilitate creative design of learning activities  4 
inhibit students’ attention and memorisation of important 
knowledge  
3 
reduce interactions between the teacher and students and prevent 
the teacher from considering learners’ needs 
2 
Employment of online learning environment  
The use of Internet help facilitate student’ learning beyond face-
to-face classes 
1 
LMS enhance monitoring and management of student learning 
beyond face-to-face classes 
2 
Online environment makes it easier for students to cheat 9 
It difficult to control and monitor of peer-correction online 2 
Changes in teaching pedagogy as a result of technological employment:  
no change in teaching pedagogy in face-to-face classes 11 
changes the teaching of language knowledge: reducing 




Most of the teacher participants underlined the positive impacts of ICT 
integration on teaching. Eleven participants indicated that integration resulted in more 
efficient transference of target knowledge to students. For example, Teacher # 1 
stated:  
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The advantage of using ICT is quick transference [of knowledge] with eye-catching 
images. It helps save teachers’ energy [in presenting knowledge] in comparison with 
using blackboard and chalk. It is also easier for students to take notes and understand 
the lesson. 
Five participants highlighted that integration helped improve students’ 
learning engagement. For example, Teacher # 2 stated: “When we apply ICT in 
teaching, students are more interested in learning and it is easier to engage them in 
learning activities.” Also, four participants pointed out that employment of ICT could 
enable teachers to create language activities for students in face-to-face classes. For 
example, Teacher # 15 stated:  
With ICT, it is easier to create situations for students to practise the language. For 
example, we can show a picture on the screen and ask students to describe using 
‘there is/are’ or show a map and ask students to give directions… 
Three participants (20.00%) expressed their concerns over the use of 
PowerPoint presentations in retaining students’ attention and helping students 
memorise the knowledge presented. For example, they stated: 
 Students may be interested in presentations with PowerPoint slides for the first 
couple of teaching sessions. However, in the following sessions, they quickly lose 
their interest in the slides and do not pay attention to the lesson, particularly if 
teachers give them the printed handouts of the slides or send them the PowerPoint 
file at the end of the semester. (Teacher # 9) 
 Presenting with PowerPoint slides is like showing a quick movie. It is not 
impressive so students can easily forget the knowledge. I think the knowledge 
transmission is better if we give oral explanation and write down important things 
on the black board at the same time. Thus, I prefer using chalk and a black board. 
(Teacher # 14) 
Two teacher participants (13.33%) showed their concerns about the possible 
negative impacts of inappropriate use of ICT in teaching. In particular, they appeared 
to think that the overuse of pre-made PowerPoint presentations might inhibit teachers 
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from socially interacting with students in face-to-face classes and making necessary 
adjustments in teaching to suit their students. They stated:  
 The interactions between the teacher and students are very important. When we 
overuse technologies, the interactions will be reduced. For example, teachers just sit 
at the table and show the prepared PowerPoint slides but do not circulate around the 
class to monitor students’ learning. It is important to interact with students [in face-
to-face classes]. (Teacher # 1) 
 I prefer teaching without using ICT. I think it is useless to put on the Power Point 
slides things that are already in the textbook or show too many slides in one lesson. 
To be honest, I am not interested in the digital lesson plans that we are sharing. 
They all follow the same model. Moreover, one teacher designs, all the others use 
and follow. There is no difference in the instruction that different teachers give to 
different groups of students. (Teacher # 14) 
Clearly, most of the teacher participants seem to regard ICT integration merely as the 
use of PowerPoint presentation in teaching face-to-face class.  
Regarding the use of online environment, only two participants (13.33%) 
referred to the use of the Internet in teaching. Only one of them appeared to use web 
searches and websites to facilitate students’ independence in learning, stating: 
There are good things about using Internet [in teaching]. For example, for those 
lessons related to social knowledge, I often require students to go online and search for 
information related to the lesson themselves. They absolutely can do it. (Teacher # 3) 
Two participants (13.33%) highlighted the use of technologies embedded in 
the LMS to facilitate teachers’ monitoring and assessment of students’ online 
learning, “we can check and know exactly if students have completed the required 
exercises online and how many percent of their answers were correct” (Teacher # 4).  
Nine participants (60.00%) indicated their concerns over the difficulties in 
assessing students’ learning online. For example, Teacher # 2 stated: “It is difficult to 
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assess students’ online learning accurately. They can easily cheat by getting the 
answers from other sources or asking other people.” 
 Two participants (13.33%) appeared to indicate that the concerns related to 
the reliability of online learning assessment prevented them from utilising an online 
learning environment. For example, Teacher # 4 stated: 
I often require students to work in pairs and peer-correct one another’s errors in 
speaking. I collect students’ writings to correct their errors. Sometimes I ask students 
to peer-correct one another’s errors in writing. I have never asked students to share 
and peer-correct their writings online. I think it would be a great idea but I wonder 
whether we could control and monitor such activities. 
The teachers’ responses indicate their lack of knowledge about employing the online 
environment in teaching and pedagogical strategies for online teaching. They tend to 
focus on regulating and assessing students’ online learning rather than promoting 
their active and collaborative learning online. 
Regarding the changes in their teaching as a result of the implementation of 
blended learning, 11 teacher participants (73.33%) indicated that there were 
negligible changes. For example, Teacher # 1 stated:  
There is hardly any change at all. Online learning is for students’ independent 
learning at home. Teachers just give guidance on how to use the online learning 
program. More enthusiastic teachers may export online reports weekly. The teaching 
in the [face-to-face] class still focuses on following the textbook. 
The other four participants, however, pointed out that the implementation of 
blended learning resulted in three major changes in the way they teach language 
knowledge. These include (i) the essential requirement for students’ independent 
learning of language knowledge, (ii) the change in teachers’ role from knowledge 
provider to facilitator of students’ knowledge acquisition, and (iii) the reduction in 
time spent on presenting language knowledge to facilitate students’ language 
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production in face-to-face classes. These changes are illustrated in the following 
excerpts. 
 Before employing blended learning, teachers had to provide students with all the 
needed grammatical knowledge. However, with the online learning program, 
students have to learn the grammar before going to the [face-to-face] class, teachers 
just need to check if they understand correctly, give corrective feedback and give 
them opportunities to practise. (Teacher # 11) 
 When students actively carry out online learning at home, teachers can spend more 
time in the [face-to-face] class creating opportunities for students to communicate 
in English rather than presenting language knowledge. (Teacher # 3) 
As illustrated in the above excerpts, the possible changes in the teachers’ pedagogical 
strategies seem to depend heavily on the students’ use of the online repositories of 
grammatical tutorials and practice exercises. The overall teaching pedagogy still 
seemed to be teacher-centred, since the teachers required students to work online, 
assessed their online learning and created opportunities for them to practise using 
English language in face-to-face classes. 
In short, teachers’ knowledge about the pedagogical use of technology 
focuses primarily on using PowerPoint software to present language knowledge and 
regulate student online learning. Most of the teachers mainly use the online learning 
environment to regulate students’ learning beyond face-to-face classes. Thus, they 
tend to use technologies to replicate or supplement their existing pedagogical 
practices which are predominantly teacher-centred (Minstrell, 2012). Entrenched in 
the conventional pedagogy, many teachers appear to be doubtful about the 
pedagogical use of technology, particularly using an online learning environment to 
regulate student online learning. Most of the teachers seem to be unaware of the need 
to change the pedagogy in face-to-face class as a result of technological employment. 
There was no evidence that the teachers are aware of the potential of online 
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environment for enhancing student’ active and self-regulated learning or 
collaborative learning among students and between the students and the teachers, 
which are found to be the most important pedagogical benefits of blended learning 
(Vaughan, 2007). 
4.3.1.7. Teachers’ Technological Pedagogical Content Knowledge 
The teacher participants seem to have little technological pedagogical content 
knowledge, as none of them pointed to any significant changes in teaching content or 
pedagogy as a result of technology integration. All of them highlighted the potential 
of technologies for EFL education which seems to support their existing pedagogical 
practices (Hoang & Thao, 2012; Peeraer & Van Petegem, 2010) of presenting 
language knowledge, providing learning materials and opportunities to practise using 
English in face-to-face classes and increasing students’ external motivation for EFL 
learning.  
Although many participants think that “students lack a communicative 
environment” (Teacher # 2), none of them indicated an intention to use Internet-
based communication tools like forums, blogs or chat rooms to provide students with 
opportunities to use English for real communication purposes online, or how to use 
those tools in EFL education. Similarly, although more than two thirds of 
participants indicated that “the limited teaching time does not allow me to pay 
attention to individual students’ learning” (Teacher # 15), they apparently had no 
intention of using online learning elements to provide students with more 
individualised support. They expressed common concerns over the possible increase 
in their workload. 
 Students can practise vocabulary, grammar, reading, listening, writing, 
pronunciation using online learning program. If they want to practise speaking, they 
will need to record their speaking and send to the teachers for feedback and 
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comments. It would be impossible for teachers to do so due to their heavy workload 
and such a large class size. (Teacher # 3) 
 It would take a lot of time if I used online tools to pay attention to individual 
students learning or facilitate interactions among students. I do not think it is 
feasible to do so in this university given the large class size and teachers’ low 
income. (Teacher # 15) 
One participant suggested “making online learning optional for students” 
since “they can buy the account to go online to study themselves” (Teacher # 3). 
Another participant recommended that “blended learning should be offered to a 
limited number of good students who have high learning motivation and can self-
regulate their learning” (Teacher # 5). Such suggestions also indicate that they do not 
anticipate making any radical changes in their existing teaching practices. 
It can be seen that the teacher participants do not have sufficient 
comprehension of curricular and pedagogical aspects of effective EFL education from 
linguistic and constructivist perspectives. They do not think that they need to make 
use of technology to make changes in their teaching content and pedagogy to address 
students’ learning problems or maximise support for students’ EFL learning. Their 
knowledge of technological affordances and constraints appears to largely base on 
their existing pedagogy. Some of them seemed to know the potential of technology 
for enhancing individual instruction and students’ collaborative learning. Yet, they 
indicate no intention to exploit the full potential due to their concerns over the 
possible increase in workload which is actually affirmed by Tynan, Ryan and 
Lamont‐Mills (2013). In fact, as TPACK implies, teachers needs an additional 
support to understand the impact of their existing teaching practices on students’ 
learning and the importance of students’ active and collaborative learning. The 
teacher additional workload also needs to be taken into consideration when 
developing policy on blended learning implementation. 
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4.3.2 Contextual factors 
The contextual aspects of this investigation into blended learning in Vietnam are 
divided into socio-cultural factors and institutional factors.  
4.3.2.1. Socio-cultural factors 
The influencing socio-cultural factors include (i) traditional pedagogy, and (ii) top-
down governance. 
Influences of traditional education on expected improvements in teaching pedagogy  
Results from interviews with institutional executives indicate strong influence of 
traditional pedagogy on desired changes in teaching and learning as a result of 
technological employment. According to Executive # 1, there is a high expectation 
that the employment of ICT can bring improvements in teaching and learning 
methodology. However, the expected changes seem to centre on the enhancement of 
knowledge transmission as evidenced in the following excerpt: 
In terms of teaching and learning activities, the university considers ICT employment 
as one way to improve the teaching pedagogy and increase the students’ learning 
effectiveness. That is, the amount of knowledge that teachers transfer to students will 
be increased. (Executive # 1) 
Similarly, although the Executives regarded blended learning as “an 
innovative method of EFL teaching and learning”, they did not seem to expect 
radical changes in teaching pedagogy. As can be seen in the following explanation, 
the intended pedagogical improvement still seems to be traditionally teacher-centred.  
The teaching pedagogy is basically the same. In face-to-face class, teachers focus on 
teaching new language knowledge or providing students with opportunities to 
practise using English language. Teachers also have to orientate students towards 
independent learning, requiring them to study online to practise the language 
knowledge learnt in face-to-face classes. Teachers also have online tools [report] to 
monitor students’ learning online. (Executive # 3) 
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Since the implementation of blended learning was not initiated by EFL 
teachers but imposed on them, the university and faculty executives’ traditional 
pedagogy-embedded expectations have immense impacts on EFL teachers’ 
perceptions of blended learning. Eleven out of the 15 teacher participants think that 
the implementation resulted in little changes in their teaching pedagogy. None of the 
participants reported that they have been encouraged or required to make any 
changes in their teaching pedagogy when implementing EFL blended learning. For 
example, they stated: 
 I just do as required [by the faculty leaders], which includes exporting report of 
students learning online and reminding students of their online learning tasks. The 
teaching in the [face-to-face] class is still based on the textbook [like before the 
implementation]. (Teacher # 11) 
 The training workshops did not refer to the teaching pedagogy. It seems to be 
forgotten. (Teacher # 6) 
Thus, although the common rhetoric of ICT use in higher education is to 
facilitate transformative improvement in teaching pedagogy, making it student-
centred and using it to nurture students’ life-long learning capacities (Hoang & Thao, 
2012), the executives’ expectations of the improvements in teaching pedagogy as a 
result of blended learning implementation are still tied to the traditional pedagogy 
characterised by teacher-centeredness and textbook reliance. Hence, the influence of 
traditional education need to be taken into careful consideration when implementing 
blended learning in this local context. 
Influences of top-down governance on the procedures of implementing blended learning  
Top-down governance which is commonly reported in higher education in Vietnam 
(Harman, 2010; Nghi, 2010) seemed to have considerable impacts on the procedures 
of implementing blended learning at the university. As illustrated in the following 
excerpts, hierarchical governance appears to result in teachers’ negligible 
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involvement in the development of the blended learning courses, and a complicated 
procedure for tackling problems occurred during delivery of the courses.  
 At the preparation stage, only a small number of key teachers took part in the 
development of the EFL blended learning program at the university. The rest, the 
majority of teachers just carried out the required implementation practices. 
(Executive # 2) 
 During the implementation, teachers reported the problems that arose to the 
school’s executive. The school executive then reported the problems to the faculty. 
The faculty’s executive officer then talked or arranged a meeting with the service 
provider, and after that they informed the results to the teachers. (Teacher # 1) 
The top-down mandates also seem to lead to teachers’ lack of awareness of 
the objectives of blended learning implementation. Most participants reported that 
before implementing EFL blended courses, at the beginning of the semester, they 
were required to attend workshops which “introduce[d them] to the online learning 
programs and what the teachers need[ed] to do with the online learning programs” 
(Teacher # 5). Thus, it seemed that many of the teachers implemented EFL blended 
learning courses without sufficient understanding of the objectives and the expected 
results of the implementation.  
Top-down governance does not seem to enhance collaboration between 
teachers and executives. Eight of the teacher participants indicated that they had no 
intention to report to or seek help from the Faculty executives when facing problems 
during the implementation. For example, Teacher # 15 stated: “we hardly report the 
problems that we meet to the faculty executives. We just talk with one another, 
complaining about the problems that we meet.” As a result, there were considerable 
differences between the teachers’ and the faculty executives’ opinions about the 
problems of the implementation. As mentioned in section 4.1.4.1, almost all teacher 
participants indicated their concerns about the students’ lack of Internet-connected 
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computers, the technical problems which prevented them from keeping control of 
students’ learning and which demotivated students to undertake study independently, 
whereas, the executives expressed that “most of the students can equip themselves” 
(Executive # 2) with necessary ICT facilities to study EFL blended courses and 
believed that the effectiveness of the implementation depended solely to the teachers’ 
willingness to do well. For example, Executive # 2 stated: 
The achievement of the defined objectives depends on the teachers. Online learning 
is for students’ self-study but teachers need to monitor, motivate and control 
students’ learning. If they don’t, the objectives cannot be attained.  
As illustrated in the following excerpts, the lack of collaboration between teachers 
and executives appeared to result in slow solution to any problems, and increased 
dissatisfaction among the teachers about the implementation. 
 It often takes too long to solve problems that arise during the implementation. We 
do not inform what have been doing to solve the problems. It’s annoying that way 
since students keep telling us about the problems they meet, but we do not know 
what to say to them. (Teacher # 4) 
 I am the person who has been making lots of proposals for improving 
implementation to the faculty’s executives but there have been few changes so far. 
Thus, I do not want to say anything else. (Teacher # 1)  
It seems that the sociocultural pressure of top-down governance is not 
supportive of the development of close collaboration between executives and 
teachers which is essential for effective implementation of blended learning (Moskal 
et al., 2013). Thus, the inhibitive impacts of the top-down governance on the 
teachers’ perceptions and practices of blended learning and methods to lessen this 
impact needs to be taken into careful consideration.  
4.3.2.2. Institutional factors 
Influencing factors originating from the institutional context include (i) the 
institutional expectation of ICT use in education; (ii) divergent understandings of the 
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implementation objectives; (iii) different understandings about the instructional 
design of EFL blended learning; and (iv) executives’ knowledge about the 
technological infrastructures and technological support required for effective 
implementation of blended learning. 
The positive expectation of ICT employment in education 
All executive participants and most of the teacher participants indicated positive 
expectations about the implementation of blended learning at the university. The 
executives indicated positive attitudes and beliefs about the integration of ICT, 
particularly blended learning, in EFL education. Executive # 1 indicated a firm belief 
that “the employment of ICT including blended learning can help improve 
educational quality.” Similarly, another Executive pointed out the advantages of 
online learning to increase students’ engagement in learning: 
Another reason for implementing blended learning is that young people enjoy working 
with ICTs. They can spend longer studying when it involves using computers. 
Moreover, it is easier to make the online learning interesting by combining sounds and 
images. Thus, it can motivate students to learn. (Executive # 2) 
Executive # 3 also considered blended learning as “the developmental trend 
in ELT” and emphasised that “If we did not employ [blended learning], we would be 
going against the trend.” Thus, although the executives were well aware that “several 
problems exist in the current implementation of blended learning at the university” 
(Executive # 2), they all indicated their positive beliefs about the implementation. 
For example, they stated: 
 Implementing blended learning is the right way to go. (Executive # 2) 
 Blended learning will be employed in the teaching of other disciplines than EFL 
education. (Executive # 1) 
Thirteen of the teacher participants also indicated positive view point about 
the implementation, “The implementation of blended learning, as one form of ICT 
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use in education, would lead to an increase in the effectiveness of EFL teaching and 
learning” (Teacher # 2). Some of them pointed that such an expectation plays an 
important role in intensifying their implementation efforts. For example, Teacher # 4 
stated: “I think the use of ICTs including blended learning will bring various benefits 
for students. Thus, I would try to employ it even when it was not required by the 
university.” Hence, positive expectations of the employment of ICT in education 
seemed to be an important driving force for the implementation of blended learning 
at the university.  
Divergent understandings of the implementation objectives  
All of the participants were asked about the objectives or purposes of the 
implementation of EFL blended learning. As indicated by Executive # 1, blended 
learning enabled the university to respond to the pressure to increase students’ 
English ability. As illustrated in the following excerpt, the objectives of the 
implementation include accommodating the increase in time allocated for EFL 
education, improving teaching and learning effectiveness and fostering students’ 
independent learning. 
Originating from the demand for improving students’ English ability, the amount of 
learning credits allocated for EFL education has increased to 33 out of 180 credits 
[for a four-year bachelor course] which equals to nearly 500 periods. That teaching 
time is too much. We need to decrease the number of EFL teaching periods in face-
to-face classes since it would otherwise affect the students’ learning curriculum as a 
whole. However, we have to assure and improve educational quality and create 
favourable conditions for students’ independent learning. Thus, we decided to 
implement blended learning so that students can learn partly in face-to-face class and 
partly online. (Executive # 1) 
However, Faculty Executive did not seem to place as much importance on the 
objectives of improving educational quality and facilitating students’ independent 
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learning. As illustrated in the following excerpt, the Executive seemed to place 
importance on reducing the teaching time in face-to-face classes. 
The objective of the university is that the students have good English ability. 
However, the amount of teaching time and the number of classrooms allocated for 
EFL education cannot be increased. Thus, ICT needs to be employed to decrease the 
demand for face-to-face class teaching. (Executive # 2) 
Meanwhile, the Executive at the school level seemed to consider developing 
students’ independent learning ability as the only objective of the implementation, 
“[the objective of the implementation is to] provide students with chances for the 
new learning approach which facilitates their independent learning” (Executive # 3).  
Although Executives at Faculty and School levels affirmed that “all the 
teachers and students are well informed of the objective”, all the teacher participants 
including those involved in developing EFL blended courses, reported that they had 
not been introduced to the purposes of the implementation. For example, Teacher # 3 
stated: “We are told to apply [blended learning] so we apply. I have not heard about 
such things as objectives or purposes of the implementation.” Three teacher 
participants commented that the objective was to “save the expenditure which would 
otherwise be spent on face-to-face class teaching” (Teacher # 5). One of the 
participants thought that the purpose might be “to introduce the online learning 
environment” (Teacher # 13). Similar results were also reported by Thu, Nicholas 
and Lewis (2012) study that highlights an absence of teachers’ sense of purpose of 
ICT integration.  
The responses from the Executives at different institutional levels and the 
teachers point to the lack of a shared vision of blended learning implementation at 
VIUni. According to Moskal et al. (2013) and Niemiec and Otte (2010), the gaps in 
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understanding about the implementation objectives can seriously undermine its 
effectiveness. 
Executives and service providers’ understandings of instructional designs and course 
development for EFL blended learning  
Executives of the university and of the service provider indicated significantly 
different viewpoints on the expected instructional design and development of EFL 
blended courses. According to the Faculty Executive, the current EFL blended 
learning program at the university was co-developed by the faculty and the online 
service provider, and the integration of the two learning environments is considered 
as one important criterion for the program development. The Faculty Executive 
stated:  
Different from the first provider, with this second provider we do not buy the online 
program but we ‘build’ [develop] the program. The requirement is that the learning in 
the two environments must support each other. The development of the program is 
under the control of the faculty. They put forward ideas and if we agree with the 
ideas, they would then develop the program.  
However, Executives at faculty and school levels seem to consider online 
learning components as “add-ons” for learning in face-to-face classes, “the learning 
online is aimed to consolidate and expand the learning in face-to-face classes” 
(Executive # 2). Embedded in the teacher-centred pedagogy, they seemed to focus 
mainly on using online learning program to provide students with a repository of 
language exercises for drill and practice beyond face-to-face classes and using 
automatic online reports to monitor and measure students’ online learning. 
The online learning mode can only support students in their learning of vocabulary, 
grammar, reading and listening since it is easy to create multiple choice exercises 
with these linguistic areas and language skills. Online learning cannot support the 
learning of speaking or writing since the practice of these productive skills requires 
students to type in and there can be more than one correct answer, which can cause 
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problems for automatic marking and reporting. We have looked at some online 
learning programs, they all use such features as select, drag and drop, rearrange… 
(Executive # 2) 
Due to such understandings of blended learning instruction, EFL blended 
courses were developed with excessive reliance on the course book used in the face-
to-face classes, with the main focus on maintaining consistency in content between 
the two learning environments. Courses developers started by considering the 
affordances of online technologies for EFL learning, “it is made clear at the 
beginning that online learning can only support students’ learning of […] online 
learning cannot support […]” (Executive # 2). They then tried to use those 
technological affordances to design extra exercises for individual units in the course 
book, which was reported by Teacher # 3, the only teacher out of the 15 teachers 
who involved in the course development process: 
We set the requirements in terms of content, for example, this unit needs more 
exercises on some new vocabulary, etc. The service provider had to create the 
exercises and then sent them back for us to check.  
When delivering the courses, teachers are required to export online reports 
before teaching their face-to-face lessons to monitor and encourage students’ online 
learning and take the online report into consideration when assigning marks for 
students’ attendance. The pedagogical strategies focused on monitoring and 
controlling students’ online learning rather than on scaffolding and supporting 
student’ active, reflective and collaborative learning. Moreover, the strategies do not 
seem to be effective, since teachers still felt that “we do not know if students actually 
study online” (Teacher # 8).  
Meanwhile, the Executive of the service provider indicated a seemingly 
opposite viewpoint about the ideal instructional design and integration of the two 
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learning modes. As illustrated in the following quotation, he seems to place the main 
focus on the online learning environment where the students study on their own 
through their interactions with computers, with the face-to-face environment used 
subordinately for teachers’ assessment.  
In our educational centres, we focus on strengthen learning motivation and 
responsibility. We design the pedagogical model without any teaching at all. Students 
study online first and then give presentations in face-to-face classes where teachers 
monitor and encourage their learning. The instructional intention is to create a 
language environment within a learning task. For example, while students work with 
a reading passage, the computer continuously asks questions and they have to 
respond while reading. We call it ‘Intensive Question and Response’. All the textual 
materials are transferred into audio materials. By being immersed in such 
environments, students will be able to listen and speak in English. (Executive # 4) 
There seems to be a complete reliance on students’ self-study on line and a 
neglect of students’ collaborative learning with peers, which is regarded as an 
important source of language learning motivation and a valuable opportunity for 
language output (Nguyen-Phuong-Mai, Terlouw & Pilot, 2009; Thanh, 2010; Thanh 
& Gillies, 2010). The students’ self-study online does not seem to be facilitative to 
students’ active learning since their learning appears to be directed by the computer 
program rather than by their understanding of their own learning objectives and 
current learning needs (Reinders, 2010). 
It can be seen that both the executives and the service provider focused more 
on assigning the primary or subordinate roles to either online or face-to-face 
environment rather than fully integrating the two environments to create the most 
favourable condition for students’ EFL learning as emphasised by Hofmann (2011). 
In addition, the required or suggested pedagogical strategies appeared to indicate 
their lack of attention to or knowledge of employing blended learning environments 
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to facilitate students’ active, reflective and collaborative learning which is considered 
as the most important pedagogical benefit of blended learning (Picciano, 2006b).  
Executives’ perspectives on challenges and barriers to blended learning implementation 
Executives expressed different perspectives on the challenges and barriers to the 
implementation of blended learning. Executive # 1 identified three possible 
challenges to implementation: the university leaders’ commitment, the technological 
infrastructure, and teachers’ attitudes and competence. He particularly emphasised 
that the leaders’ commitment was “the determining factor” to overcome all 
challenges, which reflects his belief in the top-down governance of technology 
integration in education. He stated: 
First, it [the implementation] would be challenged if the university executives were 
not committed to employing technologies in education. However, this is not the case 
at this university since the university leaders are resolved to apply technologies. The 
second [barrier] can be the poor IT infrastructure. Teachers can be willing to apply 
technologies but they will not be able to do so if there is not a computer, a projector 
or good Internet access in classrooms. The third barrier can be individual teachers’ 
attitudes or their limited competence in employing technologies. 
 Executive # 2 indicated two main challenges. First is the lack of resources to 
explore necessary changes in face-to-face teaching as a result of the employment of 
online learning components: 
I have already suggested the school carry out research on how to teach in this new 
context of blended learning. It must be different from traditional teaching in purely 
face-to-face classes. That is, when we have an online program, the face-to-face class 
must focus on certain aspects. Face-to-face class time must be spent on what cannot 
be supported by an online program. […] I also tell the teachers that we need to 
change the teaching pedagogy. That is, the objectives must include both learning 
online and learning in the face-to-face class. However, we have not been able to do 
that due to the lack of resources... (Executive # 2) 
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Second, this Executive implied that persuading teachers to make changes in 
their teaching practices could be another challenge to blended learning 
implementation, “it takes lots of time to make teachers understand and then change 
their practices. It is not to take into consideration the fact that there are technical 
problems at initial stages which lead to their negative attitude and resistance” 
(Executive # 2). 
 Further, Executive # 3 pointed to teachers’ lack of knowledge about 
employing blended learning in EFL teaching and the lack of institutional policy to 
support implementation, which seems to be consistent with the teachers’ 
perspectives.  
Teachers do not know the affordances of online learning components. They need to 
know more about how to teach in blended learning environments and its 
effectiveness. Moreover, teachers are not required or paid for utilising online learning 
tools in teaching. Thus, they do not spend time to fully exploit online learning 
components. (Executive # 3) 
 The Executives’ responses revealed the lack of a shared comprehension of the 
challenges and barriers to the implementation of blended learning. All of them 
appeared to regard the teachers’ limited knowledge and lack of effort as considerable 
challenges to implementation. However, none of them referred to the possible 
challenges originated from requiring students to study online or related to the ethical 
issues of using and sharing digital teaching and learning materials (Alebaikan, 2010; 
Vaughan, 2007). Their responses indicate their limited understanding about blended 
learning implementation and its pedagogical benefits for EFL education. 
Executives’ and service provider’s perspectives on the required technological 
infrastructures and support for blended learning implementation 
Executive # 1 underlined the importance of technological infrastructure in the 
employment of ICT: “If we want to employ ICT, we surely need good technological 
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infrastructure. […] If there is no computer, no projector in the classroom or if the 
Internet connection is not good, teachers will not be able to apply ICT in teaching.” 
This Executive also reported considerable investment in technological infrastructure 
at the university, which included the mainframe system, the strong Internet 
backbone, the desktop computers for teachers use in each classroom, and the Wi-Fi 
network in some areas in the university. However, he did not seem to recognise the 
pressing need to provide teachers and students with easy access to Internet-connected 
computers and the Internet access within classrooms. As illustrated in the following 
excerpt, he appeared to think that implementation could be based on the ready-made 
investments (Niemiec & Otte, 2010) and the university did not require any 
significant reallocation of resources. 
We have made a long-term investment in the technological infrastructure to serve the 
development of ICT applications at the university. For example, the mainframe and 
the backbone are now really powerful and there is local network between all the 
buildings. Computers are now installed in the classrooms to enable teaching and 
learning. There is Wi-Fi network in building A1and library. The Wi-Fi network will 
be enlarged soon. ICT is planned to be employed in all activities at the university 
from administration to information security protection. (Executive # 1) 
Another Executive indicated her awareness of minimally additional 
investment in technical infrastructure, particularly for the implementation of EFL 
blended learning. However, as illustrated in the following excerpt, she did not appear 
to regard it as a major problem.   
There has not been any significant investment in technical infrastructure since the 
implementation of EFL blended learning. However, it is understood that students 
have to equip themselves [with the necessary facilities]. The university has recently 
established a lab in the library but it does not seem to run well. However, 
technologies are now commonly applied so most of the students can self-equip. 
(Executive # 2) 
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However, most of the teacher participants indicated that the lack of Internet 
access in the classroom, students’ limited access to Internet-connected computers and 
the technical problems in the online learning components undermined their 
implementation efforts. In explanation of the technical problems in the online 
learning components, the manager of the service provider indicated that they had not 
prepared for the rapid increase in the number of web users at certain time points in 
the semester. He stated:  
We notice that students at the university started studying online only near the end of 
the semester. I think that is because they need to achieve the required completion 
percentage of online tasks to be allowed to take the final test. There were up to 4000 
students logging in to study online at the same time. Thus, our system cannot run 
properly. (Executive # 4) 
In terms of support, all executive participants indicated that “the teachers’ 
limited technological knowledge and skills are one of the challenges to the 
implementation of blended learning at the university” (Executive # 3). As illustrated 
in the following excerpt, Executive # 1 underlined the need for staff development to 
improve teachers’ knowledge and skills in applying ICT in teaching. However, he 
did not appear to think that it is imperative for training and staff development to take 
place prior to and during implementation. 
It is supposed that at the initial stage of ICT integration, teachers will find it 
unfamiliar and confused. Thus, the university will organise workshops where experts 
in the fields of ICT application and education methods can give further guidance to 
teachers. The university also encourages teachers to apply ICT in teaching, for 
example designing electronic lesson plans or demonstrating lessons which make 
good use of ICT so that the teachers’ ICT knowledge and skills can be improved. 
Executive # 2 expressed a belief that teachers can develop ICT skills 
themselves: “The teachers are required to self-study to develop their technological 
skills. If they cannot do so, they are not allowed to teach these [blended learning] 
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courses” (Executive # 2). Similarly, Executive # 3 thinks that technological support 
is not yet necessary for implementing blended learning. She said: 
It is also assumed that during implementation, teachers may be faced with unknown 
ICT applications and need help. However, until now such problems are not present. 
(Executive # 3) 
Executive of the service provider also thought that technical support might 
not be necessary, “our technical staff reported that there were minor technical 
problems at the beginning of the implementation but after that period there are not 
any problems at all” (Executive # 4). However, teacher participants indicated that in 
order to implement blended learning effectively, they needed technical training, 
pedagogical development, financial support and institutional regulations which allow 
for recognition of their contribution to implementation.  
 Thus, Executives did not seem to fully recognise the required IT 
infrastructure and technological and professional development support to facilitate 
the implementation of EFL blended learning at the university. The resulting 
inadequate preparation and support appears to impede the effectiveness of the 
teachers’ practices. This finding is supported by the results revealed in numerous 
studies on blended learning that the inadequate infrastructure and lack of sufficient 
and timely support are found to be among the main inhibiting factors to teachers’ 
effective implementation of blended learning (Betts, 2014; COHERE, 2011; Guri-
Rozenblit, 2009; Moskal et al., 2013). 
Lack of comprehensive evaluation of the implementation 
Although blended learning has been implemented in EFL education at the university 
since 2009, no official evaluation of the implementation has been carried out so far. 
In the interviews, participants expressed significantly different opinions of the 
effectiveness of implementation. One Executive indicated his belief that the 
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implementation had achieved the objectives of improving education quality and 
reducing expenditure. He also thought that the implementation had wide support 
from teacher and students. He stated: 
The implementation has generally fulfilled expectations. At the beginning of the 
implementation, the biggest question was about education quality. However, the fact 
is that there is a slight increase in students’ results. There was an obvious reduction in 
terms of expenditure since one third of classroom teaching is replaced by student 
online learning. According to the faculty executives, students and teachers are 
generally satisfied with the implementation. So things are all good. (Executive # 1) 
However, although executives agreed that the implementation helped decrease the 
teaching load in face-to-face classes, they demonstrated a high level of uncertainty 
over the educational quality: 
 It is unknown whether students can develop any skills or consolidate their 
knowledge since we have not been able to monitor students’ online learning. When 
we cannot control the learning ourselves, it would be difficult to achieve the 
objectives. (Executive # 3) 
 It is difficult to evaluate whether the objectives can be achieved. However, the 
achievement depends largely on teachers. (Executive # 2) 
By contrast, most teachers think that implementation is not effective in terms of 
improving students’ EFL learning. For example, Teacher # 1 and # 6 said: 
 It is expected that implementing blended learning can enhance students’ self-study 
and develop their technical skills and so on. So many objectives! However, we have 
not achieved them in fact. The online learning program is very interesting but it is 
not employed effectively. (Teacher # 1) 
 The implementation of blended learning does not bring the expected improvement 
in students’ learning. Due to technical problems, there is hardly any change in the 
way students learn. (Teacher # 6)  
Teacher participants also expressed contradictory opinions about students’ attitudes 
toward EFL blended learning. The following are two examples: 
 I think most of students like learning blended learning courses (Teacher # 11) 
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 Many students do not like blended learning since they have to study online. They 
just want to study in face-to-face classes. (Teacher # 4) 
It can be seen that participants’ perspectives on the effectiveness of EFL blended 
learning courses at the university were quite subjective. There were also considerable 
variations in participants’ evaluation criteria and a lack of practical hints for improving 
implementation. It seems that the lack of an official and comprehensive evaluation of 
the implementation prevented stakeholders from gaining a proper understanding of the 
implementation objectives, achievements and existing problems. Thus, a 
systematically designed evaluation of blended learning implementation using data 
from multiple sources and incorporating evaluative opinions of all stakeholders may 
be one solution to improve effective communication among the stakeholders and the 
quality of the implementation. 
4.4 SUMMARY OF THE RESEARCH RESULTS 
This chapter presented the research results of EFL teachers’ perceptions and practices 
of blended learning, as well as the factors influencing these. Key findings from 
analysis of the research results are summarised below in accordance to the proposed 
research questions. 
RQ1. What are EFL teachers’ perceptions and practices of blended learning at 
the university? 
EFL teachers in this study appeared to have limited comprehension of blended 
learning and its pedagogical benefit to foster students’ active and collaborative 
learning. They define blended learning as employment of technology to enhance 
students’ learning in face-to-face classes. They regard online learning components as a 
means for providing students with extra exercises and practice. They do not seem to be 
aware that the employment of online learning components requires reshaping of face-
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to-face teaching, and blended learning design has to be based on consideration of both 
online and face-to-face learning in line with learning objectives. Although they 
address numerous benefits of blended learning for students, teachers and university, 
the benefits appear to focus on such environmental factors such as providing students 
with additional learning resources, flexible learning time, and external learning 
motivation, saving teaching efforts and developing teachers’ and students’ technical 
skills rather than improving the quality of students’ learning experiences. Teachers 
also identify a number of challenges to implementation, including poor technological 
infrastructure, lack of technological and pedagogical support, IT competence and 
students’ low EFL learning motivation, which seem to relate primarily to the 
institutional context.  
Regarding the practices of implementing blended learning, the teachers mostly 
used online learning components to facilitate and monitor students’ EFL learning 
online and employed face-to-face environments to present linguistic knowledge, 
enhance students’ collaborative learning and use of the English language, and provide 
students with feedback. None of the teachers used or intended to use online learning 
components to solve the problems of time constraints or large class sizes in face-to-
face environments to enhance students’ active learning or create more opportunities 
for students to carry out collaborative and communicative EFL learning. The reasons 
seemed to lie in their fear of an increase in workload, the lack of guidance and 
requirement from the faculty, and their primary concern in monitoring students’ online 
learning rather than utilising online learning components to support students’ 
development of learning agency and communicative ability in English. Their practices 
aligned with their perceptions of blended learning in the sense that little attention was 
paid to utilising the potential of blended learning to facilitate transformative 
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improvement in the way teaching and learning were carried out which is the objective 
of ICT integration in Vietnamese HE and also the main reason for the increasing 
advocacy for blended learning in HE institutions all over the world. The research 
results on teachers’ perceptions and practices of EFL blended learning indicated the 
need to provide teacher with professional development and ongoing support to 
improve the effectiveness of blended learning implementation. 
RQ2. What cognitive and contextual factors influence EFL teachers’ 
perceptions and practices of blended learning at the university? 
In search of factors influencing the EFL teachers’ perceptions and practices of blended 
learning from constructivist perspectives, their knowledge about utilising technology 
in EFL education and their working contexts were analysed. Analysis of teachers’ 
knowledge using the TPACK framework (Mishra & Koehler, 2006) shows that 
teachers do not have sufficient understanding of effective EFL education in terms of 
curricular, pedagogical and technological aspects. They do not have the necessary 
technological knowledge and skills for blended learning implementation and 
importantly they do not intend to make use of technological affordances to make 
changes in their teaching content and pedagogy to address students’ EFL learning 
problems or maximise support for students’ EFL learning. A number of contextual 
factors were also found to impact on teachers’ perceptions and practices of blended 
learning. Those included traditional pedagogy, top down governance, institutional 
expectation of ICT use, divergent understandings of implementation objectives and 
instructional design, executives’ perspectives on challenges to blended learning 
implementation, executives’ knowledge about the necessary IT infrastructure and 
support and a lack of comprehensive evaluation of the implementation. 
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Chapter 5: Issues and Recommendations 
This chapter presents a discussion of EFL teachers’ perceptions and practices of 
blended learning at VIUni. In particular, it elaborates the issues identified in the 
previous chapter, examines the reasons for the issues and suggests possible solutions 
to improve the implementation and effectiveness of blended learning in EFL 
education in VIUni and other Vietnamese universities.  
The chapter consists of three sections. In alignment with the first research 
question, the first section (Section 5.1) summarises the research results on the 
teachers’ perceptions and practices of blended learning and compares these with the 
understandings and practices suggested in the literature. The purposes are to identify 
critical issues in the teachers’ current perceptions and practices of blended learning 
and to suggest desirable TPACK knowledge and practices of EFL blended learning 
in the local context. In alignment with the second research question, the second 
section (Section 5.2) discusses the individual and contextual factors influencing the 
teachers’ perceptions and practices of EFL blended learning. Correspondence with 
these factors, practical recommendations to improve the teachers’ perceptions and 
practices of blended learning are also proposed in this section. Based on the 
discussion of emerging issues and possible solutions in Sections 5.1 and 5.2, the third 
section (Section 5.3) suggests a model of professional development for EFL blended 
learning in Vietnamese universities. The final section (Section 5.4) summarises the 
chapter. 
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5.1 TEACHERS’ PERCEPTIONS AND PRACTICES OF BLENDED 
LEARNING  
A summary of the teachers’ perceptions and practices of blended learning is shown 
in Tables 5.1 and 5.2 in comparison with the desirable understanding and practices of 
blended learning reflected in the literature.  
Table 5.1 Comparison between teachers’ perceptions of blended learning and the literature 




- 33.33% of the teachers 
were not familiar 
- Generally refer to the 
employment of ICT 
including computer-based 
technology and online 
learning to enhance student’s 
learning in face-to-face 
classes 
- No universally accepted definition 
- Commonly refer to the combination of 
learning online and learning in face-to-face 
class (Bliuc, Goodyear & Ellis, 2007; 
Graham, 2013; Picciano, 2013) 
Instructional 
design 
- Mainly focus on face-
to-face classes 
- Online learning is an 
add-on component 
- Aim at utilising the best features of 
each learning mode to promote learning 
(Garrison & Vaughan, 2008; Hofmann, 
2011, 2012; Stein & Graham, 2014) 




-  Provide students with rich 
learning resources and 
flexible learning time 
-  Enhance teachers’ 
monitoring of student 
learning 
-  Reduce teachers’ workload 
and teaching efforts  
- Enhance students’ learning agency 
- Facilitate students’ involvement in 
authentic communication in English 
- Improving pedagogy to facilitate 
students’ active and collaborative learning 







- Do not know/care 
- Financial profits 
- Enable institutions to response to 
growing demands for increased educational 
quality, convenience and efficiency 
(Moskal & Cavanagh, 2013; Vaughan, 
2010) 
Challenges - Poor IT infrastructure 




- Students’ poor learning 
motivation 
- Teachers’ lack of 
knowledge about blended 
learning implementation  
- Require teachers and students to 
change their practices and design sound 
pedagogical approaches (Neumeier, 2005; 
Orton-Johnson, 2009; Taylor & Newton, 
2013) 
- Requiring institutions to reallocate 
existing resources and policies to provide 
teachers and students with sufficient and 
ongoing support (Moskal et al., 2013; 
Niemiec & Otte, 2010). 
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As can be seen in Table 5.1, there are large differences between the teachers’ 
perceptions and practices of blended learning and the desirable approaches and 
practices demonstrated in the growing body of related literature. In terms of the 
understanding of blended learning concepts, the difference is that the teachers tend to 
regard blended learning as the employment of ICT resources. For the instructional 
design, the teachers mainly focus on the face-to-face environment and regard online 
learning as a supplementary component to enhance the learning in face-to-face 
classes. Meanwhile, related research suggests that recently the term blended learning 
is commonly used to refer to the combination of learning in face-to-face classes and 
online (Bliuc et al., 2007; Graham, 2013; Picciano, 2013). It is also emphasised in 
the literature that the instructional design of blended learning needs to aim at utilising 
the best features of face-to-face and online learning environments to promote active 
and collaborative learning (Garrison & Vaughan, 2008; Hofmann, 2011, 2012; Stein 
& Graham, 2014).  
Regarding the benefits of blended learning for the teaching and learning of 
English language, the benefits highlighted by the teachers are rich learning resources, 
flexible learning time, and reducing teachers’ workload, which is primarily related to 
external factors of the teaching and learning process. Meanwhile, related literature 
emphasises the potential of blended learning in core tasks of facilitating the language 
learning process including enhancing learning agency, authentic communication and 
students’ active and collaborative learning (Launer, 2010; Marsh, 2012, Murphy & 
Southgate, 2011). Regarding the benefits for HE institutions, the teachers do not 
seem to think of blended learning as a possible solution for higher education 
institutions in response to increasing demands for increased educational quality, 
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convenience and efficiency, as commonly emphasised in the literature (Moskal & 
Cavanagh, 2013; Vaughan, 2010). 
In terms of the challenges to blended learning implementation, teachers 
pointed to the challenges related to the university, teachers and students, which are 
also mentioned in the related literature (Alebaikan, 2010; Chew, 2009; Comas-
Quinn, 2011). The challenges include teachers’ and students’ poor ICT knowledge 
and skills, lack of technical support infrastructure, ineffective administrative policies, 
teachers’ limited knowledge of effective blended learning implementation and 
students’ poor learning motivation. However, they do not seem to recognise that the 
origin of the challenges lies in the fact that blended learning requires teachers, 
students and HE institutions to change their own existing practices of teaching, 
learning, and administering education activities as revealed in related literature 
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Table 5.2 Comparison between teachers’ practices of blended learning and the practices 
suggested in the literature 
 
Aspects Teachers’ practices of EFL 
blended learning 




- Assign specific online 
learning tasks and using 
online reports to monitor 
students’ completion of 
assigned tasks, referring to 
online learning in face-to-
face class for controlling 
purposes 
- Rely on the textbook 
for the selection of teaching 
content in face-to-face 
classes 
- Present language 
knowledge, organise 
pair/group work for drill and 
practice of target language 
structures, feedback on 
students learning in face-to-
face classes 
Five pedagogical principles: 
(Brandl, 2008; Chickering & 
Gamson, 1987; Ellis, 2005; Garrison 
& Vaughan, 2008; Vaughan et al., 
2013) 
1. Create supportive learning 
discourse 
2. Promote students’ 
collaborative learning and use of 
English for communication 
purposes 
3. Provide students with timely 
and constructive feedback 
4. Develop students’ ability to 
take control of their own learning 
5. Enhance students’ access to 






- Employ online 
learning components as a 
means to provide 
additional exercises for 
drill and practice, and to 
regulate student learning 
beyond face-to-face classes  
- Employ online 
learning without 
redesigning face-to-face 
teaching and learning  
- Enhance students’ 
interactions with teachers, peers 
and learning resources in an 
individually appropriate manner  
- Blended learning requires 
either a progressive or a radical 
transformation in the way 
teaching and learning are carried 
out (Garrison & Vaughan, 2008; 
Joosten et al., 2013; Riley et al., 
2013) 
As shown in Table 5.2, there are significant differences in the teachers’ 
practices of blended learning and the practices suggested in the literature. In terms of 
the pedagogical strategies, the main strategies employed by the teachers to facilitate 
students’ online learning were assigning specific online learning tasks, monitoring 
students’ online learning, and referring to students’ online learning in face-to-face 
classes for controlling purposes. The strategies they employed in face-to-face 
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teaching include reliance on the textbook for the selection of teaching content, 
presenting language knowledge, organising students to work in pairs and groups for 
drill and practice of the target language knowledge, and providing feedback on 
students’ learning. Thus, the teachers’ practices of blended learning are 
predominantly textbook-based and teacher-centred. Meanwhile, as illustrated in the 
table, the five pedagogical principles suggested in the literature (refer Section 2.2.3) 
aim at fostering students’ active and collaborative language learning. 
Regarding the general implementation principle, the teachers employed 
online learning components as a means to provide additional exercises for drill and 
practice of the language knowledge targeted in face-to-face teaching, and to regulate 
students’ learning beyond face-to-face classes, whereas enhancing students’ 
interactions with teachers, peers and learning resources in an individually appropriate 
manner is highlighted in the literature as the key pedagogical principle of blended 
learning (Garrison & Vaughan, 2008, Riley et al., 2013). In addition, the teachers 
employed online learning without redesigning teaching and learning in face-to-face 
classes, whereas it is emphasised in the literature that blended learning requires either 
radical or progressive transformation in the way teaching and learning are carried out 
(Garrison & Vaughan, 2008; Joosten et al., 2013; Riley et al., 2013; Vaughan et al., 
2013). 
The research results on the teachers’ perceptions and practices of blended 
learning at the University indicate that the teachers currently perceive blended 
learning through the lens of the conventional teaching philosophy characterised by 
teacher-centred pedagogy and textbook-based content. As a result, they appeared to 
have limited understanding of the potential of blended learning to facilitate 
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transformative improvements in EFL education. In alignment with their perceptions, 
the teachers employ blended learning to duplicate their own existing teacher-
controlled pedagogical practices, resulting in minimal use of blended learning tools 
and environment. 
 As revealed in the Section 4.3, the teachers’ current perceptions and 
practices of blended learning are the result of various influences. The main reason for 
the teachers’ limited understanding and utilisation of blended learning potential is 
that the teachers are required to implement blended learning with negligible support 
for understanding what blended learning is and how to effectively employ the 
blended environment in EFL education. In addition, together with the influences of 
traditional education characterised by teacher-centeredness and textbook-based 
knowledge transmission, the top-down governance with the institutional executives’ 
limited understanding of desirable blended learning design also appears to encourage 
teachers to apply their existing face-to-face class teaching to blended learning. 
Further discussion on these factors will be presented in the next section (Section 5.2). 
The critical problem in the teachers’ current understanding and practices of 
blended learning is that they employ online learning without redesigning face-to-face 
teaching and learning. As pointed out by Hofmann (2012), such a superficial 
combination of online and face-to-face components which “string[s] together stand-
alone components into a learning path” and such implementation practices which 
“overemphasise the live components and undervalue the self-direct components of 
the blends” with little adjustment in curriculum and pedagogy, result in ineffective 
learning experiences (p. 110). Similarly, Stein and Graham (2014) claimed that 
adding online activities to an existing face-to-face course is one of the common 
pitfalls of blended course design, which results in too much work for students but 
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does not ensure any improvements in learning outcomes. In support of those 
researchers, it is presumed that the current implementation of blended learning at 
VIUni is ineffective in terms of improving students’ EFL learning and realising the 
objectives of Vietnamese HE reforms. 
As argued, blended learning requires either a progressive or a radical 
transformation in the way teaching and learning are carried out (Garrison & 
Vaughan, 2008; Joosten et al., 2013; Riley et al., 2013; Vaughan et al., 2013). As 
analysed by Dziuban et al. (2013), the key aspects of the transformation include time 
and space, content, and pedagogy. First, teaching and learning activities take place 
not only in face-to-face classes but also online. Moreover, activities in each 
environment must be thoughtfully selected to employ the best delivery 
methodologies available for specific learning objectives (Hofmann, 2011), and to 
maintain the coherent integration of learning experience between online and face-to-
face classes (Stacey & Gerbic, 2008). Second, teaching and learning content consists 
of not only what is included in the textbooks but also the elements and materials with 
which students interact online. In other words, the curriculum needs to be flexible to 
respond to students’ emerged learning needs during the courses. Third, the 
pedagogical approach for blended learning needs to be switched from teacher-
centeredness to student-centredness. Particularly, the teaching pedagogy needs to be 
more responsive to students’ learning needs and facilitative of students’ active and 
collaborative learning, which have been found to be the key contributors to 
successful implementation of blended learning in a number of studies (COHERE, 
2011; Niemiec & Otte, 2010; Picciano, 2006b; Riley et al., 2013; Sanprasert, 2010; 
Vaughan, 2007). 
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In the context of EFL education, researchers suggest that desirable design of 
blended learning should employ (i) online learning components to enhance students’ 
self-study of linguistic and socio-cultural knowledge of English language and drill 
and practices of language skills, and (ii) face-to-face class time should be used to 
facilitate students’ interactive and collaborative learning with their teacher and peers, 
and use of English language for genuine communicative purposes (Launer, 2010; 
Marsh, 2012; Scida & Saury, 2006). In particular, the online learning environment 
should also be employed to provide EFL students with additional opportunities to 
carry out interactive and collaborative learning with teacher and peers, as well as 
other English learners and native speakers, using asynchronous online 
communication tools such as email, forum and chat room (Murphy & Southgate, 
2011). In order to enhance an integration between online and face-to-face learning, 
Nicolson, Murphy and Southgate (2011) argued that online learning content needs to 
be iterated through and elaborated in face-to-face classes, and learning activities 
carried out in face-to-face classes need to be designed to motivate or prepare students 
for their online learning.  
The implementation of EFL blended learning courses with the above design 
principles has the potential to realise the objectives of Vietnamese HE reforms 
regarding EFL education and ICT integration. Increased interactions between 
students and their teachers, their classmates, other English learners and native 
speakers could assist students to improve their ability to communicate their own 
ideas in English. By allocating part of teaching content online and reselecting 
learning activities to be carried out in face-to-face classes, teachers can improve their 
teaching pedagogy toward student-centredness. Significantly, the Faculty Executive 
and some teachers in this study also indicated their expectation that the employment 
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of blended learning can enhance students’ independent learning and students’ 
interactions with teachers and peers. Although the Executives and the teachers tend 
to understand student independent learning as teacher-regulated learning beyond 
face-to-face classes rather than students’ active learning, the alignment between their 
expectation and the potential of EFL blended learning as well as the objectives of 
Vietnamese HE reform points to the need to assist the teachers to improve their 
understanding and practices of EFL blended learning. It is expected that once the 
teachers have a thorough understanding of EFL blended learning and effective 
implementation practices, they can make better use of the potential to support student 
learning in their particular context of EFL teaching and learning.  
However, as analysed in the previous chapter, a number of contextual and 
individual factors function together to shape the teachers’ perceptions and influence 
their practices of blended learning. Therefore, in order to improve the teachers’ 
perceptions and practices of blended learning, all of the influential factors need to be 
closely examined and addressed.  
5.2 FACTORS INFLUENCING EFL TEACHERS’ PERCEPTIONS AND 
PRACTICES 
Factors influencing the teachers’ perceptions and practices of blended learning are 
identified at macro, meso and micro level. At the macro level is the strong influence 
of the education culture on ICT integration and EFL education (Section 5.2.1). At the 
meso level are problems in the institutional context (Section 5.2.2). At the micro 
level is the teachers’ Technological Pedagogical Content knowledge (TPACK) of 
employing blended learning in EFL education (Section 5.2.3). Based on examination 
of these factors, possible solutions to address the sociocultural influences, 
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institutional factors, and a framework to develop teachers’ TPACK knowledge are 
proposed to improve the implementation of blended learning in this local context.  
5.2.1 Strong influence of educational culture on technological employment 
Vietnamese traditional education is found to exert strong influence on teachers’ 
understanding and practices of blended learning: (i) although all the executives and 
the teachers in this study expect that the employment of blended learning can bring 
improvements to the educational quality, they do not expect radical changes in the 
existing pedagogy which is dominantly textbook-based and teacher-centred; (ii) in 
their practices, most of the teachers still focused on transmitting language knowledge 
in their teaching in face-to-face classes; and (iii) the key strategies they employ to 
promote student online learning are assigning and monitoring students’ completion 
of drill and practice tasks online, which reflects their focus on controlling student 
online learning. Hence, the teachers tend to employ the blended learning 
environment to replicate the conventional teaching pedagogy characterised by 
knowledge transmission and teacher-centeredness.  
This result is consistent with findings of other studies on the integration of 
ICT in education, including EFL education in Vietnam and East Asia. As reported by 
Peeraer and Van Petegem (2010) and Thu (2011), teachers mainly use technology to 
duplicate or supplement the traditional practices, for example using word processing 
for production of documents and presentation software for lecturing, and ICT to 
access additional teaching materials in line with those included in the textbook. 
Similar findings are also reported by Richards (2004) on the implementation 
practices of ICT integration in education in East Asia that traditional pedagogy 
characterised by knowledge transmission prevails. 
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In agreement with Hoang and Thao (2012) and Thu et al. (2012), this study 
argues that the prevalence of traditional pedagogy in the teachers’ understanding and 
implementation of blended learning is mainly influenced by the teachers’ lack of 
understanding about the objective of employing technology to improve their 
pedagogy toward student-centredness, and the lack of support to assist teachers to 
adapt their teaching pedagogy to blended learning. In other words, teachers are 
“unprepared both professionally and mentally” (Hoang & Thao, 2012, p. 164) to 
employ a blended learning environment, resulting in their common tendency to use 
the blended environment to replicate or supplement their existing teaching practices. 
The lack of preparation and support also leads to the teachers’ uncertainty, concerns 
and avoidance to make use of a blended learning environment to provide students 
with additional learning opportunities. For example, some teachers (e.g. Teachers # 
3, # 6, and # 10) did not intend to facilitate students’ peer-assessment online since 
they did not know how to assess students’ participation online. Therefore, in order to 
facilitate effective implementation of EFL blended learning, it is necessary to 
provide teachers with a professional development program to assist them to critically 
reflect on their existing practices and explore how blended learning can be employed 
to support student learning in their specific teaching and learning context. Further 
details about professional development for EFL teachers in this context will be 
presented in section 5.3. 
5.2.2 Institutional context of technological employment 
The research results indicate that the teachers’ understanding and practices of 
blended learning are directly impacted by the institutional context at VIUni: (i) the 
implementation practices are top-down mandated and centrally-governed without 
clear guidelines on implementation objectives; (ii) the executives’ limited 
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understanding of EFL blended learning and their underestimation of the required 
technological and support for blended learning implementation; (iii) the default 
design of blended learning courses aims to use the online environment to provide 
additional drill exercises and materials for face-to-face lessons; and (iv) the lack of a 
comprehensive evaluation of the implementation.  
As analysed in the previous chapter, these institutional factors exert a negative 
impact on the implementation of EFL blended learning. First, the top-down and 
hierarchical governance hinders teachers’ collaboration and contribution to improve 
implementation because most teachers are not involved in the development of the 
blended learning courses. The hierarchical procedures also result in slow responses 
and eradication of the problems arising during implementation, which discourages 
teachers from reporting their own implementation problems to the Faculty. Second, 
the lack of clear understanding of the implementation objectives, the default design 
which uses online learning as an add-on component to face-to-face class, and the 
required report of student online learning, encourages teachers to employ a blended 
environment to duplicate the existing teacher-centred pedagogy.  
The third group of factors include the poor IT infrastructure, particularly the 
lack of access to Internet-connected computers for teachers and students, and the 
inadequate support for implementation practices. These discourage teachers from 
employing a blended learning environment to increase students’ interaction with 
teachers and peers to promote their learning. Finally, the lack of comprehensive 
evaluation data from all stakeholders about the effectiveness of the implementation 
prevents the identification of implementation problems for improvement, which 
contributes to the teachers’ limited understanding and utilisation of blended learning 
after several years of implementation.  
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The results of this study are consistent with the findings of a number of studies 
on ICT integration in EFL education in Vietnam and the implementation of blended 
learning in HE institutions in different places in the world. In Vietnam, the studies 
carried out by Huong (2009) and Thu et al. (2012) attribute top-down governance 
and lack of institutional support for teachers’ lack of understanding of ICT 
integration objectives and their practices of employing ICT to replicate conventional 
teaching practices. Specifically, top-down management and lack of professional 
development hinders teachers’ creative use of technologies in teaching. Research on 
blended learning implementation consistently indicates that poor IT infrastructure, 
such as lack of on-campus Internet access (Alebaikan, 2010), and the lack of 
robustness and reliability of technological tools (Comas-Quinn, 2011), and 
inadequate support from institutions (Betts, 2014; COHERE, 2011) are among the 
key reasons for the ineffectiveness or even failure of blended learning 
implementation (Garrison & Vaughan, 2013; Moskal et al., 2013). As pointed out by 
Picciano et al. (2013), the lack of comprehensive evaluation data of blended learning 
implementation at many HE institutions hinders the search for ways to improve the 
effectiveness of blended learning implementation.  
Given the top-down governance at VIUni, which is also a common practice in 
Vietnamese HE (Harman, 2010; Nghi, 2010), this study argues that the problems in 
the institutional context originate mainly from the Executives’ inadequate 
understanding of blended learning. Thus, it is proposed that the Executives should be 
supported to gain a foundational understanding of EFL blended learning in terms of 
pedagogical principles, potential benefits, and possible challenges. Given the 
unfamiliarity of blended learning and the unpopularity of online learning in Vietnam, 
it is suggested that support for institutional Executives should demonstrate both 
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successful and unsuccessful practices of blended learning implementation with a 
detailed analysis of the reasons for the failure or success of the implementation 
(Nam, 2009). 
Regarding the management of blended learning implementation, studies on 
successful implementation of blended learning show that the effectiveness of blended 
learning depends on individual teachers’ use of the blended learning environment to 
meet the learning needs of their specific groups of students (Antokhin, Boussalhi, 
Combacau & Konnappy, 2004; Picciano, 2006b). Hence, it is suggested that the 
university exercises collaborative leadership to encourage contribution from all 
stakeholders. Collaborative leadership, also called shared distributed or leadership 
(Spillane, 2006), means that decisions regarding blended learning implementation 
such as objectives, scale, procedures and policy should be made in consideration of 
all stakeholders’ perspectives, particularly teachers’. Stakeholders need to be 
explicitly encouraged to contribute to develop and improve blended learning 
implementation. Teachers’ initiatives and contribution in developing EFL blended 
learning courses need to be recognised and appreciated. Feedback or problems 
identified in the implementation by students and teachers need to be resolved and 
necessary adjustments to the implementation need to be made to provide teachers 
and students with timely support. Such practices of collaborative management 
actually align with the ministerial requirement for undertaking democratic form of 
management at Vietnamese schools and universities (MOET, 2000). In terms of 
course design, although an employment of a default design is useful at the early 
implementation stage, it should be made clear that teachers are allowed and 
encouraged to manipulate and customise the default design to make it appropriate for 
their particular group of students (Picciano, 2006b). Particularly, it is crucial to carry 
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out comprehensive evaluation of blended learning implementation. That is, 
evaluative information about the effectiveness of the implementation needs to be 
collected from all stakeholders to facilitate improvement of the implementation. 
Regarding preparation for blended learning implementation, particular 
attention is needed to address the following three main problems identified by the 
teachers in this study: (i) the lack of access to Internet-connected computers for 
teachers and students; (ii) the lack of technical and professional support for teachers 
and students; and (iii) teachers’ concerns over the possible increase in workload and 
colleagues’ lack of effort in implementing blended learning. In order to solve these 
problems, the following activities can be proposed: (i) upgrading technological 
infrastructure to provide teachers and students with easy and reliable access to 
Internet-connected computers, which is actually included in the institutional plan for 
ICT integration; (ii) providing teachers with professional development to improve 
their professional and technological knowledge and skills to implement blended 
learning (more details of what knowledge areas and skills to develop will be 
presented in section 5.2.3); (iii) providing students with technological skills and 
training to become self-disciplined and active learners; and (iv) adjusting existing 
policies and regulations to encourage teachers’ initiatives, and to recognise and 
reward their contribution and implementation efforts. 
5.2.3 Teachers’ TPACK knowledge of employing technology in EFL education  
The research results indicate that a number of problems exist in the teachers’ current 
TPACK knowledge, which prevents them from employing a blended learning 
environment effectively. Two main problems are that teachers do not have adequate 
knowledge of effective English language teaching and knowledge of how a blended 
learning environment can be employed in English language teaching is rather 
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limited. These problems point to the need to develop a customised framework to 
develop teachers’ TPACK knowledge in this context. In the following sections, 
individual component of the teachers’ TPACK knowledge will be elaborated to 
explore aspects and areas of knowledge that teachers need to develop in order to 
implement EFL blended learning effectively. 
5.2.3.1. Content Knowledge (CK) 
The research results (presented in Section 4.3.1.1) indicate that the teachers’ 
knowledge of the subject content (CK) focuses mainly on textbook-based linguistic 
and functional knowledge of English language. This result is consistent with the 
findings of other studies on English language teaching in Vietnam (Canh, 2011; 
Hiep, 2005; Hoa, 2009; Kramsch & Sullivan, 1996; Nunan, 2003; Utsumi & Hau, 
2010) and in Asia (Sung & Pederson, 2012). Those studies highlight that the central 
attention in teaching and learning of EFL is placed on limited sets of grammatical 
structures, topical vocabulary and functional phrases. 
In agreement with Sung and Pederson (2012), this study argues that the main 
reason for the teachers’ primary focus on linguistic knowledge lies in their heavy 
reliance on textbooks, which is in alignment with the traditional textbook-based 
knowledge transmission pedagogy (Harman & Bich, 2010; Hofstede et al., 2010), 
and is also a common practice in the EFL context (Tomlinson, 2012). In support of 
Richards (2012) this study contends that the teachers’ low English proficiency and 
their limited first-hand experience in using English for communication purposes also 
cause them to rely on the textbook for their selection of teaching content. Meanwhile, 
studies on popular English textbooks (Tomlinson, Dat, Masuhara & Rubdy, 2001) 
and materials development for language learning and teaching (Tomlinson, 2012) 
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revealed that the emphasis is still on explicit teaching of declarative language 
knowledge.  
Numerous studies, however, show that the acquisition of linguistic knowledge 
is not enough to enable students to use English for their own communicative 
purposes in study and at work as expected (Anh, 2008; Hoa, 2009; Littlewood, 2011; 
Sung, 2012; Van, 2009). In order to develop students’ ability to communicate in 
English, it is necessary for the subject content to also include: (i) communication 
strategies (such as approximation, circumlocution, comprehension, clarification and 
confirmation checks) to compensate for a lack of linguistic knowledge (Canale & 
Swain, 1980; Dörnyei & Scott, 1997; Littlewood, 2011; Tarone, 1980); (ii) 
sociocultural knowledge to ensure sufficient comprehension and appropriate use of 
English for communicative purposes (Brandl, 2008; Hoa, 2008; Littlewood, 2011; 
McKay, 2012; Minh, 2011); and (iii) language skills and strategies such as 
predicting, selecting and inferring in listening or questioning, summarising, and 
analysing text structure in reading (Anderson, 2012; Ling & Kettle, 2011). Therefore, 
this study proposes that teachers should be assisted to develop their English 
proficiency, gain experiences in using English for genuine communicative purposes, 
and consider the importance of the above knowledge areas in the development of 
students’ ability to communicate in English. 
5.2.3.2. Pedagogical Knowledge (PK) 
The research results on the teachers’ pedagogical knowledge presented in Section 
4.3.1.2 can be summarised as follows: (i) although most teachers appeared to be open 
to a student-centred approach to teaching and learning, the pedagogical strategy they 
employed, which is giving verbal instruction to the whole class about learning 
objectives, methods and areas to study, remains predominantly teacher-centred; (ii) 
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they appreciate the importance of student independent learning, but they appear to 
regard independent learning as the learning carried out by students beyond face-to-
face classes, and monitoring and frequent assessment are the only strategies to 
promote it; (iii) they place importance on student learning motivation and tend to 
consider organising students to work in pairs and groups as their main strategy to 
improve student learning motivation; (iv) only eight teachers (53.33 %) appear to 
know about the cognitive value of students’ work in pairs and groups, and their key 
strategies to promote students’ collaborative learning include grouping students of 
different levels and assigning shared responsibility.  
The research results indicate that teachers have limited knowledge about 
students’ active and collaborative learning. Given the influences of the traditional 
teacher-centred pedagogy, the teachers do not have an adequate understanding of the 
importance of students’ active and self-directed learning, particularly in enhancing 
learning engagement (Reinders, 2010). Consequently, they do not seem to know 
pedagogical strategies to promote students’ learning agency such as enabling 
students to identify needs, set up learning goals, select learning strategies, manage 
learning time or reflect on their own learning (Benson, 2013; Pica, 1994; Reinders, 
2010). Additionally, their knowledge about students’ collaborative learning is 
inadequate in the sense that they tend to focus mostly on the opportunities for less 
competent learners to learn from their more competent peers and underestimate the 
value of social interactions between teachers and students and among students in 
triggering learning processes. Their knowledge of pedagogical strategies to foster 
students’ collaborative learning is limited to organising students of different English 
levels to work in pairs and groups and requiring them to share responsibility for 
completing the task. As such, they seem to be unaware of the potential of such 
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activities as feedback on individual students’ language performances and 
demonstration of understanding, peer-assessment, and discussion on learning issues 
in fostering students’ collaborative learning. 
It is crucial for teachers to develop their knowledge about the need and 
strategies to foster students’ active learning and collaborative learning since these are 
key elements for effective learning according to constructivist theories, second 
language acquisition theories, and in consideration of the local context. From a 
constructivist perspective on language learning, students actively construct their own 
knowledge from their interactions with others (Lantolf, 2000; Piaget, 1954; 
Vygotsky, 1978). Thus, to promote learning, teachers need to enhance students’ 
interactions with others and foster their learning agency. From a Second Language 
Acquisition (SLA) perspective, it is argued that successful language learners are 
generally proactive in their learning and in gaining access to the social network of 
their communities (Naiman, 1996; Norton & Toohey, 2001). Research on SLA also 
reveals that social interaction and negotiation of second language learners and their 
interlocutors enhance second language learning in terms of linguistic competence, 
strategic competence (Pica, 1994), and motivation (Dörnyei, 2007; Nguyen-Phuong-
Mai et al., 2012). In addition, given dramatic changes in socio-economic and 
educational contexts as a result of technological advances and the globalisation 
process, it is imperative to enhance students’ adaptability, self-directed learning 
ability, and ability to collaborate with others (Thanh & Renshaw, 2013; Vietnamese 
Government, 2005, 2012) , specifically in virtual communities.  
Teachers need to be assisted to develop their knowledge of pedagogical 
strategies to facilitate students’ active and collaborative learning. For example, when 
organising students to work in pairs and groups, teachers need to clarify the task 
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objectives and assessment criteria, specify the responsibility of individual students in 
the shared tasks, assist students to understand the benefits of demonstrating their own 
understanding, and seeking help from peers or giving help to peers, monitor students’ 
work in pairs and groups to provide further support, and encourage students to 
collaborate to give feedback to their peers’ performances (Thanh, 2014a; Webb & 
Mastergeorge, 2003). Teachers can help students to monitor and reflect on their own 
learning by requiring them to write an independent learning journal with teacher 
support to identify individual learning needs and goals, select learning strategies and 
self-assess their learning progress. 
5.2.3.3. Technological Knowledge (TK) 
The research results on the teachers’ technological knowledge presented in Section 
4.3.1.3 can be summarised as follows: (i) all teachers in the study can use Microsoft 
Word, PowerPoint presentation and email (this is also a requirement of the 
university); (ii) two thirds of the teachers (66.67%) can use Yahoo Messenger and 
Facebook for social communication; (iii) about half of the teachers (53.33%) are able 
to create and manipulate audio and video files; but (iv) none of them knows about 
online assessment features; and (v) most of them do not know about other 
communication tools, including those embedded in the university LMS (80%), 
managing online users (86.67%), or basic trouble shooting issues related to online 
learning (80%). Notably, the teachers’ technological knowledge generally originates 
from their work requirements. Thus, the teachers’ technological knowledge reflects 
the limited use of technologies for professional purposes. Similar findings are also 
reported in Peeraer and Van Petegem’s (2010) study on teachers’ use of technologies 
by teachers at five other Vietnamese HE institutions. 
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It is argued that the teachers’ current TK is too limited to facilitate their 
implementation of a blended learning environment. The reason is that the 
employment of blended learning requires teachers to make use of computer- and 
Internet-based technologies to interact with students, and gain understanding of their 
learning to compensate for the reduced physical interactions between teacher and 
students and among students. Hence, this study proposes that teachers should be 
supported to develop their technological knowledge, particularly about online 
communication, online assessment features, management of online users, and 
multimedia skills to create, upload, share and manage online learning content. More 
importantly, teachers need to be assisted to understand affordances and constraints of 
the technological applications so that they can select appropriate tools for their 
particular educational purposes. For example, online quizzes can help teachers check 
students’ declarative knowledge of English language. However, that type of 
assessment is not effective in assessing their ability to use the language to express 
their own meaning. Additionally, students can refer to learning materials while doing 
online quizzes so online quizzes can be used to draw students’ attention to important 
knowledge areas and to enhance students’ comprehension of the target knowledge 
rather than to provide accurate information about students’ comprehension. 
5.2.3.4. Pedagogical Content Knowledge (PCK) 
The research results presented in Section 4.3.1.3 indicate that the teachers’ 
knowledge of English language teaching focuses mainly on presenting linguistic 
knowledge and giving drill and practices. The teachers seem to pay inadequate 
attention to engage students in meaningful communication in English, whereas 
students’ experiences in using English to communicate their own ideas are found to 
be essential to develop their ability to communicate in English (Brandl, 2008; 
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Brown, 2007; Littlewood, 2011). These results are consistent with findings of other 
studies on English language teaching in Vietnam and Asia which indicate that EFL 
teaching practices place importance on the acquisition of language forms through 
lectures and drill and practice (Canh, 2011; Hiep, 2005; Hoa, 2009; Kramsch & 
Sullivan, 1996; Nunan, 2003; Sung, 2012; Utsumi & Hau, 2010). This approach to 
teach EFL seems to result from the entrenchment of grammar-translation methods 
and be promoted by numerous English textbooks which appear to be designed 
following the weak form of communicative language teaching (Tomlinson, 2012). 
However, such an English teaching approach has been found to be ineffective in 
developing students’ language ability. Accordingly, students cannot communicate 
their ideas in English even after over ten years of learning EFL (Anh, 2008).  
It is argued that teachers need to be supported to develop their knowledge of 
effective English language teaching, particularly strategies to create opportunities, 
engage and scaffold students to express their own ideas in English properly and 
appropriately in terms of linguistic forms and socio-cultural meaning. Teachers also 
need to be assisted to develop skills of adapting textbooks or developing teaching 
materials to address to students’ language levels, interests and current learning needs. 
For example, teachers need to consider textbook as resources to be made use of 
rather than the script to follow (Tomlinson, 2010). Teachers can adapt the textbook 
to create more real world and pedagogical tasks (Brandl, 2008) for students to 
practise using English. To encourage individual students’ demonstration of their own 
understanding and language ability, teachers should establish a supportive 
environment in the class, requiring students to respect one another’s ideas, 
supporting students to perform language tasks and giving constructive feedback to 
improve language performances (Brandl, 2008; Dörnyei, 2007). 
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5.2.3.5. Technological Content Knowledge (TCK) 
The teachers’ technological content knowledge can be summarised as follows: (i) 
most of the teachers indicated their dependence on the textbook for their teaching 
content. This selection was the same as before implementing blended learning; (ii) 
some teachers reduce the time presenting language knowledge and the amount of 
grammar exercises given to students in face-to-face classes as a result of the 
employment of online learning components; and (iii) their knowledge of 
technological applications which can be employed in EFL education includes mainly 
PowerPoint presentation software, online reports, electronic dictionaries, and English 
movies, which are useful to present linguistic knowledge.  
As indicated in the above results, the teachers’ TCK is rather limited in the 
sense that they did not seem to understand the need to reconsider their selection of 
teaching content and the way the content can be represented as a result of the 
employment of blended learning. Given the EFL context where English is not 
commonly used outside language classes, the textbook is often regarded as the main 
source of language learning materials and the default curriculum (Tomlinson, 2012; 
Tomlinson et al., 2001). However, with the employment of blended learning, the 
textbook is no longer the only source of materials since various types and sources of 
learning materials are available online. In addition, students are supported to learn 
English in different places via different means so when they come to face-to-face 
classes they may already have some understanding of the knowledge targeted in the 
textbook lessons. Therefore, teachers should not rely totally on the textbook for their 
teaching content but instead base their teaching on what students already know to 
select their teaching content in alignment with the course objectives. This emphasises 
the need for teachers to gain an “understanding of students’ understanding” (Murphy, 
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2008) in order to teach them, which entails the employment of various online and 
classroom-based assessment.  
With the employment of blended learning, the representation of subject content 
also changes from presentation of textual knowledge to include other forms such as 
video demonstration or language performances. Importantly, teachers have to 
reconsider which form of representation is most suitable for specific types of subject 
content. For example, it might not be effective to require students to repeat words 
after the teacher to practise and improve their pronunciation of English words 
because a teacher cannot detect and help correct all students’ pronunciation errors. 
Instead, automatic speech recognition can be used to visualise individual students’ 
pronunciation errors and help them self-correct the errors. However, the 
reconsideration of representation of specific content aspects in a blended learning 
environment requires teachers to have a sound knowledge of possible technological 
applications which can be used in EFL education and can be embedded in online 
learning components. Meanwhile, the research results show that teachers appear to 
be unaware of many technological applications which are commonly used in EFL 
education such as Automatic Speech Recognition (ASR), corpus, spelling and 
grammar checkers, track changes, text-to-speech, integrated dictionary, e-portfolio 
and e-learning journals (Blake, 2011; Golonka et al., 2014; Kervin & Derewianka, 
2011; Levy, 2009; Tin & Robertson, 2010). This finding is consistent with results 
reported in studies carried out by Huong (2009) and Thu (2011) about EFL teachers’ 
limited knowledge of technological applications employed in EFL education. Most 
of the teachers do not appear to know even the learning tools and functionalities in 
the existing LMS such as text-to-speech, chat room or course forum, and how they 
can be used to enhance the development of students’ pronunciation and speaking 
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skills. Therefore, it is proposed that teachers should be supported to improve their 
knowledge about language learning tools and programs which are or can be 
imbedded in the LMS, and adjust their selection and representation of aspects of 
subject content accordingly.  
5.2.3.6. Technological Pedagogical Knowledge (TPK) 
The research results on the teachers’ TPK presented in Section 4.3.1.6 can be 
summarised as follows: (i) the teachers’ TPK focuses mainly on using PowerPoint 
software for transferring linguistic knowledge and using online learning 
environments to monitor student learning beyond face-to-face classes, which is 
predominantly teacher-centred; and (ii) most of the teachers made no changes in their 
teaching pedagogy as a result of the employment of blended learning. The teachers’ 
TPK reflects the strong influences of the traditional teaching pedagogy characterised 
by knowledge transmission and teacher-centeredness (refer to section 5.2.1 for 
further details). The teachers’ TPK indicates their unawareness of the pedagogical 
benefits of blended learning environment or possible changes in the way teaching 
and learning is carried out when the two learning environments are integrated.  
It is proposed that teachers need to be supported to understand two main 
pedagogical benefits of a blended learning environment. First, blended learning 
provides teachers with opportunities to gain more understanding of students’ 
individual learning to enhance their active and reflective learning (Joosten et al., 
2013). This benefit derives mainly from (i) teachers’ use of online communication 
tools such as emails and online discussions to increase their interactions with 
students beyond face-to-face classes; and (ii) teachers’ use of online track record and 
online assessment tools such as quizzes and e-learning journals to obtain information 
about individual students’ learning experiences and progresses. Second, a blended 
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learning mode can enable teachers to facilitate students’ interactive and collaborative 
learning. This benefit derives from (i) teachers’ use of more time in face-to-face 
classes to facilitate students’ demonstration of their own understanding and stimulate 
discussion of learning issues; and (ii) teachers’ use of online communication tools 
such as blog, chat room and discussion boards to encourage students to interact and 
collaborate with one another beyond face-to-face classes.  
Teachers also need to be assisted to understand that blended learning has the 
potential to enhance improvements in existing teacher-centred and knowledge-
transmitted teaching pedagogy toward facilitating students’ active, reflective and 
collaborative learning. For example, instead of requiring students in the class to 
complete the same set of online learning tasks, teachers can provide students with 
access to and choice over a variety of guided learning materials, drill and practices 
and learning tools online to enable them to study at their own pace, satisfy their own 
learning needs, and follow their own learning styles. Teachers can use track progress, 
online quizzes, auto-generated assessment and reminders, and e-learning journals to 
gather information about student learning and give individual feedback to help 
students to monitor and reflect on their own learning. Given that pair and group work 
activities have the potential to facilitate students’ collaborative learning and use of 
English language for communicative purposes (Luu, 2010; Nguyen-Phuong-Mai, 
Terlouw & Pilot, 2012; Wichadee & Orawiwatnakul, 2012), teachers can used 
blended learning environments to create more opportunities for students to work in 
pairs and groups beyond face-to-face classes. This can be done through setting up a 
student online community, assigning a pair or a group work online, or initiating 
online discussions and encouraging students to contribute to it. 
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5.2.3.7. Technological Pedagogical Content Knowledge (TPCK) 
The research results indicate that the teachers have little knowledge about necessary 
changes in the curriculum (refer to Sections 5.2.3.5) and pedagogy (refer to Section 
5.2.3.6) as a result of the employment of blended learning. Although many of the teachers 
indicated that the lack of communicative environment hindered students’ development of 
English ability and the limited class time prevented them from individualising their 
instruction to promote student learning, they had no intention of making use of the 
blended learning environment to overcome the existing problems to promote student 
learning. The main reasons lie in their concerns over the possible increase in their 
workload and the difficulties in monitoring and assessing students’ online learning, which 
reflect entrenchment in the teacher-centred tradition. As such, the teachers do not seem to 
know how a blended learning environment can be employed to increase the effectiveness 
of the teaching and learning of EFL or to facilitate transformative improvement (Garrison 
& Vaughan, 2008; Riley et al., 2013) in EFL education in this local context. Therefore, to 
facilitate their implementation of blended learning, teachers need to be supported to gain 
a comprehensive understanding of TPCK. Based on the specification of Koehler and 
Mishra (2008 ), the TPCK teachers need to develop includes: (i) the selection and 
representation of English language teaching content in a blended learning environment. 
For example, sociocultural knowledge and communication strategies can be considered to 
be included in teaching content; (ii) pedagogical techniques and strategies can be used in 
the environment such as providing students with individual instruction and feedback; (iii) 
the potential use of a blended learning environment to overcome problems in current 
English language teaching and learning such as lack of communicative environment or 
limited teaching time in face-to-face classes; (iv) the potential use of a blended 
environment to respond to individual students’ learning needs to support their active and 
reflective learning.  
  
Chapter 5: Issues and Recommendations 233 
In short, the above analysis of individual components of the teachers’ knowledge 
points to a need to develop all aspects of their TPACK knowledge to facilitate their 
implementation of blended learning in EFL education. Based on the above analysis of 
teacher’s existing knowledge and what they need to know to implement blended learning, 
this study proposes the following TPACK framework of teacher knowledge for EFL 
blended learning. It is noted that the framework aims to specify what areas of knowledge 
teachers need to develop but not how to develop the knowledge. Regarding how to 
develop teachers’ knowledge for EFL blended learning, a possible model of teacher 
professional development will be presented in Section 5.3. 
Table 5.3 A proposed TPACK framework of teacher knowledge for EFL blended 
learning in Vietnam 
Aspects Knowledge areas need to be developed 
CK - Teachers’ English language proficiency  
- Communication strategies, socio-cultural knowledge, language skills 
and strategies in the development of students’ ability to communicate in 
English  
PK - Student active and collaborative learning 
- Pedagogical strategies to scaffold active and collaborative learning 
TK - Technological applications embedded in online learning components, 
particularly using online communication, online assessment, online user 
management, multimedia skills 
- Affordances and constraints of the embedded technologies 
PCK - Knowledge of effective ELT 
- Skills of adapting textbooks and developing teaching materials 
TCK - Selection of ELT content for online/ blended learning 
- Representation of ELT content in a blended learning mode  
TPK - Pedagogical benefits of blended learning  
- Educational potential of technology to facilitate improvements in 
teaching pedagogy towards facilitating students’ active and 
collaborative learning.  
TPCK - Effective employment of a blended learning environment and LMS for 
EFL education  
- Employment of blended learning to identify existing or potential 
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problems/challenges in EFL education and develop relevant solutions 
- Development of blended learning models to respond to students’ 
learning needs  
5.2.4 The interrelationship among the influential factors  
Figure 5.1 demonstrates the main factors influencing the teachers’ perceptions and 
practices of blended learning and possible solutions to address the factors to improve 
the implementation of blended learning at the University.  
 
Figure 5.1 Factors influencing EFL teachers’ perceptions and practices of blended learning and 
possible solutions 
It is noted that there are interrelationships among the factors at different levels. 
As demonstrated in Sections 4.3.2.1 and 4.3.2.2, there are influences of educational 
culture on the institutional Executives’ understanding of blended learning design and 
expectations of blended learning implementation. As revealed in Section 4.2.1, 
traditional education exerts considerable influences on the teachers’ Technological 
Pedagogical Content Knowledge (TPACK). The institutional context, particularly the 
lack of preparation and professional support is among the main reasons for the 
teachers’ limited TPACK. As demonstrated in figure 5.1 above, the teachers’ 
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TPACK is part of the institutional context which constitutes educational culture in 
Vietnam.  
Given the interrelationships among the factors influencing EFL teachers’ 
perceptions and practices of blended learning, this study proposes that a number of 
actions need to be carried out to improve the implementation of blended learning. As 
demonstrated in Figure 5.1, together with the requirements for an increase in 
Executives’ understanding of blended learning, practices of collaborative leadership, 
reliable and easily-accessed technological infrastructures and comprehensive 
evaluation of blended learning implementation, it is imperative to provide teachers 
with professional development to improve their knowledge and expertise of blended 
learning implementation. In the following section, a model of professional 
development for EFL blended learning which takes into consideration the socio-
cultural and institutional factors influencing blended learning implementation in this 
local context will be proposed.  
5.3 A PROPOSED MODEL OF TEACHER PROFESSIONAL 
DEVELOPMENT FOR EFL BLENDED LEARNING 
The analysis presented in Section 5.1 shows that EFL teachers in this study perceive 
and practice blended learning in accordance to the conventional teaching philosophy 
characterised by teacher-centred pedagogy and textbook-based content. They do not 
have adequate understandings and appropriate expertise to utilise the potential of 
blended learning to produce transformative improvements in the teaching and 
learning of EFL as targeted in the HE reform. This finding points to the need to assist 
teachers to develop their knowledge and expertise of blended learning so that they 
can employ blended learning environments appropriately in their own context to 
improve the effectiveness of students’ English language learning.  
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An examination of the influential factors presented in Section 5.2 revealed 
that the teachers’ perceptions and practices of blended learning are influenced by 
various contextual and individual factors. These included the educational tradition, 
the institutional context with the top-down governance by institutional Executives 
who have limited understanding of blended learning, particularly in terms of 
instructional design and required support for teachers and students, and EFL 
teachers’ limited TPACK. Significantly, these influential factors are interrelated and 
function together to shape the teachers’ perceptions and influence their practices of 
blended learning.  
In order to assist EFL teachers to develop their knowledge and expertise of 
blended learning and to address the influential factors, this study proposes that EFL 
teachers should be provided with a professional development program in blended 
learning mode, combining face-to-face and online learning activities. There are four 
main reasons for proposing a blended mode for professional development. First, the 
mode has been found to be effective in involving teachers in deep thinking and 
understanding of the potentials and challenges of blended learning, and offers 
flexibility to fit into teachers’ busy schedules (Brook & Lock, 2010; Dyjur, 2013). 
Second, the mode can provide teachers with first-hand experiences of blended 
learning from a student perspective, which can enhance reflection on their existing 
practices (Freeman & Tremblay, 2013; Garrison & Vaughan, 2008). Third, the mode 
can provide teachers with ongoing professional support and enhance collaboration 
among the teachers during implementation, which is often overlooked in professional 
development programs (Garrison & Vaughan, 2013; Peachey, 2013). Last, blended 
learning has recently been employed in a teacher professional development program 
to develop teachers’ pedagogical skills in Vietnam. As reported by Thang, Nakamori, 
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Bao and Lim (2014), this employment was successful in various aspects, including 
increasing interactions between instructors and participating teachers and amongst 
teachers, and enhancing involvement of Executive staff. These four reasons show 
that the employment of blended learning mode in a professional development 
program can help address the identified contextual factors including unfamiliarity of 
online and blended learning in Vietnam, teachers’ insufficient understanding of the 
objectives of technological integration, executives’ inadequate knowledge of blended 
learning implementation, and lack of support for teachers during the implementation 
process. 
Based on the research results on EFL teachers’ current knowledge and 
expertise of blended learning, taking into careful consideration of the socio-cultural 
and institutional context in Vietnam, incorporating suggestions from various studies 
on language teacher professional development (Shelley, Murphy & White, 2013; 
Thomas, 2014) for online and blended learning implementation (Freeman & 
Tremblay, 2013; Peachey, 2013), and adapting the model created by Garrison and 
Vaughan (2013), this study proposes the following teachers professional 
development program for EFL blended learning in the Vietnamese HE context. The 
proposed professional development program consists of four phases: 
 (1) Raising awareness 
 (2) Exploring blended learning potential 
 (3) Integrating blended learning ideas to existing EFL courses  
 (4) Implementing and evaluating implementation practices. 
 The first phase will take place in face-to-face workshops. Teachers will be 
stimulated to discuss their own definitions of blended learning, potential benefits for 
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teachers, students, institutions; and possible challenges of implementing blended 
learning in their educational context. Those teachers who have experienced 
delivering blended learning courses will be encouraged to self-assess their existing 
practices, considering the impact of their practices on the development of students’ 
English ability, and how to improve their existing practices. Those teachers who 
have no experiences with blended learning will also be encouraged to carry out self-
assessment of their English teaching practices in terms of developing students’ 
ability to communicate in English and consider how the employment of blended 
learning can facilitate the development of students’ English ability. In this phase, 
teachers are also asked to express their expected outcomes from the professional 
development program.  
The second phase will consist of a series of integrated face-to-face and online 
activities that allows teachers to gain first-hand experiences of blended learning from 
a student’s perspective. The program activities are designed to develop teachers’ 
knowledge and expertise in English language teaching, employing the blended 
learning environment to optimise support for student English learning, and 
improving their English language proficiency. The suggested TPACK framework 
presented in section 5.2.3 will be used in combination with the teachers’ learning 
needs expressed in the first phase to develop the course content. Materials in 
different types and formats will be posted online for teachers to self-study, practise, 
discuss with colleagues and carry out individual interactions with instructors. Face-
to-face meetings will be used for such activities as presentation, demonstration, 
discussion of related issues, role-play and micro teaching. Teachers will also be 
required to carry out peer- assessment and write e-journal to reflect on what they 
have learned and contribute to online discussion on emerging issues in the course. 
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Instructors will attend to teachers’ demonstration of knowledge and skills and 
reflection on their own learning experiences to provide timely feedback both in face-
to-face meetings and online. 
In the integration phase, teachers will be supported to develop an EFL 
blended course to replace their existing EFL course. Instructors will present 
exemplars of course outlines and assessment activities, and analyse the strengths and 
weaknesses of the exemplar designs to help teachers integrate blended learning ideas 
to their existing courses. Teachers are paired and grouped together to share and 
exchange their ideas on the usability and educational value of the designed learning 
activities and courses. 
In the implementation and evaluation phase, teachers implement and evaluate 
the designed courses. Teachers are professionally and technically supported to solve 
any problems arising from the implementation. Teachers’ implementation practices 
will be observed and given feedback from peers and instructors to improve the 
implementation. Feedback from students and executives on the effectiveness of the 
new course design will also be collected to inform their subsequent implementation 
practices. The proposed model of professional development for EFL blended 
learning is summarised in Table 5.4.   
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- Discuss blended learning concepts, 
benefits, and challenges. 
- Self-assess existing practices and 
consider how to improve. 
- Express expected learning outcomes 







- Provide first hand experiences of 
learning in a blended learning 
environment 
- Develop teachers’ knowledge and skills 
in ELT, blended learning 
implementation, and English 
proficiency, focusing on the suggested 
TPACK and teachers’ learning needs  
- Various learning activities 
- Foster reflection and collaboration  
3. Integrating 
blended learning 







- Support teachers to develop EFL 
blended learning courses to replace their 
existing EFL courses.  
- Demonstrate exemplars of course 
outlines, teaching and assessment 
activities  







- Support teachers to implement their 
designed EFL blended learning courses 
- Provide constructive feedback to help 
teachers improve implementation 
practices 
- Provide evaluative information on the 
effectiveness of the implementation and 
assist teachers to improve. 
5.4 SUMMARY 
This chapter elaborated on the research results reported in the previous chapter to 
articulate problems, identify influencing factors and suggest possible solutions to 
improve the implementation of EFL blended learning. Section 5.1 analysed the 
problems in the teacher’s current understanding and instructional practices of EFL 
blended learning and proposed a systematic understanding of blended learning 
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concepts and a recommended design and practices for EFL blended learning. Section 
5.2 analysed the influencing factors to suggest possible solutions accordingly. In 
particular, a TPACK framework was developed to specify the areas of knowledge 
that teachers need to develop to implement EFL blended learning effectively. Since 
the analysis of teachers’ perceptions and practices as well as influencing factors 
consistently pointed to the need to provide teachers with professional development to 
improve their knowledge and expertise of blended learning implementation, Section 
5.3 proposed a model of teacher professional development for EFL blended learning 
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Chapter 6: Conclusions 
This final chapter starts with a brief overview of the study (Section 6.1). Following 
this, practical implications are presented (Section 6.2). The significance of the study 
(Section 6.3), the limitations (Section 6.4) and suggestions for future research 
(Section 6.5) are then discussed. Lastly, a conclusion is drawn from my own 
experience of undertaking this study (Section 6.6). 
6.1 AN OVERVIEW OF THE STUDY 
This study investigated EFL teachers’ perceptions and practices of blended learning 
and influencing factors in a HE institution in Vietnam to suggest improvements to 
the effectiveness of the implementation. It took place in the context of Vietnamese 
HE reform in response to the mounting social demand for a large and high quality 
workforce to serve national socioeconomic development and international 
integration. The HE reform aims to achieve, among a number of objectives, a 
significant expansion in size, the development of learning resources and activities to 
strengthen the link between students’ learning experiences and their future work, and 
a radical improvement in teaching pedagogy to equip students with active and 
collaborative learning skills and develop their active learning capacity (MOET, 
2014a; Vietnamese Government, 2005). The employment of ICTs and the 
development of students’ English language ability are regarded as important means 
to enhance achievement of the reform objectives. Special attention has been paid to 
create favourable conditions for the teaching and learning of EFL, with a significant 
increase in teaching time, considerable investment in teaching facilities and strong 
support for EFL teachers to improve their teaching pedagogy to develop students’ 
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ability to use English for communication, study and work in a globalised and 
multicultural environment (Vietnamese Government, 2008, 2012). 
In this context, VIUni was one of the first university to offer blended learning 
in EFL education to improve EFL education quality and enhance the development of 
students’ active and independent learning in 2009. Although teachers’ perceptions 
and practices of blended learning play a key role in determining the effectiveness of 
blended learning implementation, it was unknown how EFL teachers at the 
University perceived and implemented blended learning. Therefore, this study aimed 
to investigate VIUni EFL teachers’ perceptions and practices of blended learning. 
The objectives were to: 
 explore EFL teachers’ perceptions and practices of blended learning  
 identify factors influencing their perceptions and practices 
 provide recommendations to improve the effectiveness of blended 
learning implementation at the University. 
In order to achieve the objectives, this study adopted a qualitative approach and 
employed two data collection tools: interviews and observations. Semi-structured 
interviews were carried out with 15 teachers, three executives at the University and 
one Executive of the service provider. Teachers’ face-to-face teaching and their 
activities in the online learning management system were observed in three 
consecutive sessions with detailed observation notes. The collected data were then 
thematically analysed to explore EFL teachers’ perceptions and practices of 
implementing blended learning. The data was also investigated from a sociocultural 
constructivist perspective to identify cognitive and socio-cultural factors influencing 
teachers’ perceptions and practices. Teachers’ knowledge about EFL blended 
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learning was analysed in accordance to Mishra and Koehler’s (2006) TPACK 
framework. 
The research results indicated that EFL teachers in this study perceive blended 
learning through the lens of their conventional teaching philosophy. In comparison 
with knowledge of blended learning reflected in the literature, their understanding of 
blended learning in terms of concepts, design, benefits and challenges is limited. 
First, they defined blended learning as applying technologies to facilitate students’ 
learning in face-to-face classes. Second, the teachers focused mainly on face-to-face 
teaching and regarded online learning as a means for providing students with extra 
exercises and practice. They seemed to be unaware of the need to redesign teaching 
content and pedagogy in face-to-face classes as a result of the employment of online 
learning components. Third, teachers focused primarily on the benefits of providing 
students with extra learning resources, additional learning tools and flexible learning 
time. Teachers had little comprehension of the potential of blended learning to 
facilitate students’ self-directed, collaborative and communicative learning of the 
English language. They were unaware of the potential of blended learning for 
enhancing fundamental and comprehensive reforms in HE institutions in response to 
increasing demands for effectiveness, convenience and efficacy of teaching and 
learning activities. Fourth, teachers underlined the challenges related to the 
institution’s technological infrastructure, and support and students’ EFL learning 
motivation. They seemed to be barely aware of the challenges of requiring teachers, 
students and executives to change their existing teaching, learning and administrative 
practices. 
In alignment with the understanding of blended learning concepts, teachers 
employed blended learning to replicate their own existing practices, making limited 
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use of the potential of blended learning to promote students’ active and collaborative 
learning of EFL. In particular, teachers made no significant changes in face-to-face 
teaching with the main focus remaining on presenting target knowledge, enhancing 
students’ collaborative learning and use of EFL via pair and group work activities, 
and providing students with feedback on their own learning. None of the teachers 
employed online learning components to individualise their instruction or facilitate 
students’ collaborative and communicative learning of EFL, although they indicated 
that the limited time and large class size in face-to-face classes inhibited them from 
doing so. 
Numerous individual and contextual factors were found to influence teachers’ 
perceptions and practices of blended learning. The contextual factors include the 
educational tradition characterised by teacher-centeredness and textbook-based 
knowledge transmission, the top-down and hierarchical governance, the positive 
expectations of ICT employment, divergent understanding of implementation 
objectives, executives’ lack of understanding of blended learning design, required 
technical infrastructures and support, and challenges to the implementation, and the 
lack of comprehensive evaluation of blended learning implementation at the 
University. In terms of teachers’ knowledge for EFL blended learning (TPACK), 
teachers did not have sufficient understanding of what needs to be taught to students 
(CK), what pedagogical strategies need to be employed (PK), or what and how to 
teach to effectively develop students’ ability to use English for their communication 
purposes (PCK). They did not have adequate skills and competence to use the 
technologies which are embedded in blended learning (TK), to know how the use of 
technology can influence or be employed to revise teaching content (TCK), teaching 
pedagogy (TPK) or existing EFL teaching practices (TPCK) to promote students’ 
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EFL learning. Significantly, these individual and contextual factors are interrelated 
and function together to shape the teachers’ perceptions and influence their practices 
of blended learning.  
Given the interrelationship among the individual and contextual factors, a 
number of activities are proposed to be carried out to improve the implementation of 
blended learning at the university. These include upgrading the technological 
infrastructure, assisting executives to gain a foundational understanding of EFL 
blended learning, promoting collaborative leadership of blended learning 
implementation, providing teachers and students with periodical and ongoing 
support, and conducting a comprehensive evaluation of blended learning 
implementation. Of particular importance is the need to provide teachers with 
professional development to enhance their reflection on their existing practices and 
develop their knowledge and skills to employ blended learning in order to optimise 
support for students’ English language learning. The study also suggests that the 
professional development program be carried out in blended learning mode to enable 
teachers to reflect on their existing practices and gain first-hand experience of 
blended learning from a student perspective, to facilitate executives’ involvement in 
blended learning, and to provide ongoing support for teachers during blended 
learning implementation. Based on the research results, this study has presented a 
systematic understanding of blended learning concepts, a recommended design and 
pedagogical practices for EFL blended learning, a proposed TPACK framework, and 
a suggested model of teacher professional development for EFL blended learning in 
the Vietnamese HE context. 
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6.2 IMPLICATIONS  
This study has important implications for educational policy and practice at national 
and institutional levels and for EFL teachers regarding ICT integration and blended 
learning implementation in the Vietnamese HE context. The study also has 
considerable implications for the employment of Mishra and Koehler’s (2006) 
TPACK framework in research on teachers’ knowledge and teacher professional 
development for blended learning implementation in the East Asia context. In 
accordance with the implications, practical recommendations are also proposed. 
6.2.1 ICT integration in Vietnamese higher education 
At national level, this study points to the strong influences of traditional education on 
institutional executives’ and teachers’ understandings of the expected outcomes of 
ICT integration. Similar challenges are also reported in other studies on ICT 
integration in education in other Asian countries such as Singapore and Hong Kong 
(Rirchard, 2004). These findings underline the need to facilitate these key 
stakeholders gaining a sufficient understanding of the HE reform objective of 
employing ICT to enhance transformative improvements in teaching pedagogy to 
develop students’ active and collaborative learning skills. In order to achieve the 
objective, it is suggested that more detailed guidelines and professional development 
are needed to enable executives and teachers to (i) realise the need to improve the 
existing curricular and pedagogical practices to support student learning and consider 
the impact of the existing pedagogy on students’ learning, (ii) explore how ICT can 
be employed to enhance an alternative pedagogy to optimise support for students’ 
learning, and (iii) employ technologies appropriately to improve the effectiveness of 
teaching and learning activities.  
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6.2.2 EFL blended learning implementation at Vietnamese universities 
At university level, this study suggests that the employment of blended learning has 
great potential to enhance improvements in the quality of EFL education at HE 
institutions. However, in order to facilitate effective implementation of EFL blended 
learning, university leaders need to attend to the following key issues. First, 
investment needs to be made in the technological infrastructure to provide students 
and teachers with easy and reliable access to Internet-connected computers. Second, 
decisions regarding blended learning implementation such as objectives, scale, 
procedures and policy should be made in consideration of all stakeholders’ opinions, 
particularly teachers. Third, it is imperative to provide EFL teachers with prior and 
ongoing professional and technical support to enhance their implementation. Fourth, 
management policy needs to be revised to promote collaborative leadership of the 
implementation, provide ongoing support for teachers and students during 
implementation, and reward and recognise the teachers’ initiatives and 
implementation effort. Finally, ongoing and periodical evaluation of the 
implementation needs to be carried out to enhance timely adjustments in the 
implementation.  
With regard to teacher professional development for EFL blended learning, it 
is necessary to assist EFL teachers to develop their Technological Pedagogical 
Content Knowledge (TPACK) comprehensively. The key areas include knowledge 
about effective English language teaching practices and the employment of blended 
learning in EFL education (refer to Section 5.2.3 for further details of these 
knowledge areas). Teachers also need to improve their English language proficiency 
to engage in improvisational teaching in response to students’ learning needs. Given 
the unfamiliarity of online learning and blended learning in Vietnam, a professional 
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development program in a blended learning mode can be an effective solution to 
facilitate EFL teachers to gain an understanding of blended learning and carry out 
effective implementation practices (refer to Section 5.3 for further details of the 
proposed model of professional development for EFL blended learning). 
6.2.3 EFL teachers delivering EFL blended learning courses 
For EFL teachers, this study suggests that a blended learning environment offers 
opportunities to improve teaching content and pedagogy to promote students’ EFL 
learning. In terms of teaching content, the focus should be not only on language 
knowledge, but also language skills, communication strategies and sociocultural 
knowledge to develop students’ ability to use English language appropriately for 
their personal and professional purposes. Online learning components can enhance 
the delivery of such content knowledge so the teaching content in face-to-face 
classes need to be redesigned to facilitate students’ demonstration and discussion of 
the language knowledge. In terms of teaching pedagogy, the focus should be placed 
on developing students’ active and collaborative learning and use of English 
language. Specifically, online assessment tools and increased interactions can enable 
teachers to gain understanding of individual student learning to provide individually 
relevant language input, individualise instruction and facilitate student’s reflection to 
promote and scaffold students’ active learning. Teachers can employ synchronous 
and asynchronous communication tools online to create more opportunities for 
students’ collaborative learning and use of English language for genuine 
communication purposes. Therefore, the employment of blended learning 
environments in EFL education can help compensate for the lack of a communicative 
environment in the EFL context in Vietnam, and overcome problems in the 
traditional face-to-face class, such as lack of time and large class size.  
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6.2.4 For research on teachers’ knowledge of technological integration 
This study confirms the practicability of employing Mishra and Koehler’s (2006) 
TPACK framework to investigate teachers’ knowledge of technological integration 
in education. This study suggests that in such contexts as those in East Asia and 
Vietnam where ICT is considered as a crucial force for changing teaching pedagogy 
toward the new pedagogical paradigm of student-centredness (Hoang & Thao, 2012; 
Richards, 2004), the components of PK, TPK and TPCK need to incorporate 
teachers’ knowledge about (i) the problems of existing traditional pedagogy, (ii) 
what student-centred pedagogy might be like and (iii) how technological 
employment can enhance changes from the traditional to the new student-centred 
pedagogy in general and in the teaching of a particular subject. 
6.3 SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY 
This study is significant in addressing a timely research agenda prompted by the 
Vietnamese HE reform objectives of promoting EFL education and ICT integration 
(Vietnamese government, 2005; 2012), and the seemingly ineffective 
implementation of blended learning in EFL education at VIUni. Specifically, the 
study has examined EFL teachers’ perceptions and practices of blended learning, 
identified issues and problems in their current understanding and practices and 
proposed solutions to improve the effectiveness of blended learning implementation. 
The study has also identified the critical issue regarding the influences of traditional 
education on executives’ and teachers’ understanding of expected outcomes of ICT 
integration in Vietnamese universities and proposed possible resolutions. These 
findings and recommendations can be taken into consideration by other Vietnamese 
universities and HE policy makers in East Asian countries (Richards, 2004) in their 
search for ways to employ ICT to improve education quality at tertiary level. 
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6.4 LIMITATIONS 
The limitations of this study lie in its scale and the data collected. First, the study 
investigated how a sample of teachers perceive and implement blended learning in 
their teaching of English at VIUni. Although it is a detailed investigation of these 
teachers’ perceptions and practices, and the teachers were intentionally selected to 
include male and female and experienced and inexperienced teachers, its scope is 
limited. It should not be assumed that other EFL teachers at VIUni had exactly 
similar perceptions and practices as the participating teachers. To further investigate 
how other EFL teachers perceive and implement blended learning, the findings of 
this study could be complemented by further quantitative research to validate the 
findings.  
Secondly, in this study information about the participating teachers’ English 
proficiency was not collected because of privacy concerns and the difficulties in 
accessing the information (see Section 4.3.1.1). If information about the teacher 
participants’ English proficiency had been collected and analysed, more findings and 
recommendations might have been made to improve the implementation of blended 
learning at the University.  
6.5 FUTURE RESEARCH 
This qualitative study focused only on EFL teachers’ perceptions and practices. 
Therefore, the findings and recommendations for improving the implementation 
were not comprehensive. One suggestion for further study is to focus on students’ 
perspectives and practices of blended learning to find out what else could be done to 
enhance students’ employment of EFL blended learning. In addition, by the end of 
2013, blended learning has been implemented in EFL education in several 
Vietnamese universities other than VIUni. Thus, another possibility for further 
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research is how EFL teachers and students in different universities perceive and 
practise blended learning, and what institutional factors influence their perceptions 
and practices. Further research could also be conducted to explore how blended 
learning can be applied in the teaching and learning of subjects and disciplines other 
than language education to support students’ active and collaborative learning in HE 
and other education levels. 
6.6 CONCLUDING PERSONAL REMARKS 
As an EFL teacher in Vietnam, I have experienced an intense professional learning 
experience in conducting this study. Before I started my study at QUT for the 
Doctorate of Education (EdD), my perceptions of technological integration, blended 
learning, English language teaching and pedagogy were similar to those of most EFL 
teachers in this study. That is, I had a positive expectation of ICT integration but 
little understanding of blended learning in terms of the concepts, designs, benefits 
and challenges. I also focused mainly on teaching English language knowledge and 
knew little about pedagogical strategies to foster students’ self-directed learning. 
After conducting this study, I realise that ICTs need to be employed through a 
constructivist conceptualisation with a thorough understanding of its affordances and 
constraints to bring about expected outcomes. Although the potential of 
technological integration including blended learning has yet been limited in the 
Vietnamese education context, considerable attention needs to be paid to the barriers 
and challenges originated from the socio-cultural context and existing practices of 
learning, teaching and administrative activities.  
Based on my understanding of blended learning as a result of this study, I 
believe that blended learning should be implemented not only in EFL education but 
also in other disciplines, not only in schools and universities but also in all education 
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centres, because of its potential for enhancing both active and collaborative learning. 
Together with my experiences of learning English language in Vietnam and using 
English for my study in Australia, the knowledge about ELT that I gained from 
conducting this study enables me to reconfirm that it is necessary to facilitate EFL 
students’ learning of communication strategies, macro and micro language skills and 
sociocultural knowledge. My experience of doing my doctoral study at QUT with the 
guidance and support of my supervisors also allows me opportunities to recognise 
the importance of scaffolding and timely feedback as significant to learning.  
Reflecting on all the privileges and learning opportunities of my study at QUT and 
the changes in my perceptions, I understand that improvements in EFL teachers’ 
perceptions of blended learning will require a considerable amount of time and 
support from multiple sources. However, I strongly believe that once EFL teachers 
are supported to have clear and proper perceptions of blended learning, their 
implementation practices will be much more effective in promoting students’ EFL 
learning at the University.  
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Appendix A: Participant Information and Consent Forms 
 
PARTICIPANT INFORMATION FOR QUT 
RESEARCH PROJECT 
– Teacher’s Interview and classroom observation – 
 
EFL teachers’ perceptions and experiences of blended learning in a Vietnamese 
university 
 
QUT Ethics Approval Number 1300000269 
 
Research team  
Researcher: Mr Hoang Ngoc Tue EdD student, QUT 
Supervisors:  Dr Ji Yong Park Faculty of Education, QUT 
 Dr Radha Iyer             Faculty of Education, QUT 
 Prof Stephen Ritchie Faculty of Education, QUT  
 
Description 
This project is being undertaken as part of a doctoral study for Hoang Ngoc Tue. The 
main purpose of this project is to investigate the EFL teachers’ perceptions and 
experiences of blended learning to identify practical implications for improving the 
implementation of blended learning programs in EFL education at the University.  
 
You are invited to participate in this project because you are currently teaching English 
language in blended learning modes at the University.  
 
Participation 
Your participation will involve one audio recorded interview, observations of your 
teaching in three continuous face-to-face sessions, and observations of your online 
activities before and after the first and second face-to-face teaching sessions.  
 
The interviews will be carried out at an appropriate place at the University or other 
agreed location and will take approximately 45 minutes. The interview will be conducted 
at a time that is suitable to you before face-to-face and online classroom observations and 
will centre on (1 ) your opinion and experience of teaching EFL at university level, (2) 
your understanding of blended learning concepts and benefits, (3) your technological 
skills and employment of the skills in your teaching, (4) the process of implementing 
blended learning in EFL education at the university, and (5) your current practices of 
implementing blended learning at the University.  
 
The observations do not aim to collect the data from your students in either the face-to-
face or online sessions, but instead focus on your implementation of blended learning. 
The observations of face-to-face teaching focus on your teaching strategies, your 
exploitation of ICT resources and your level of confidence in using technology. The 





Your participation in this project is entirely voluntary. If you do agree to participate, you 
can withdraw from the project without comment or penalty. Your decision to participate 
or not participate in the project will in no way impact upon your current or future 
relationship with the researcher and your university. 
 
Expected benefits 
Although the study will not directly benefit you, it is expected that the project can 
contribute to knowledge of blended learning at the University. The study may facilitate 
the University develop appropriate policies and strategies to improve the implementation 
of blended learning at the University. 
 
Risks 
There are minimal risks associated with your participation in this project. These include 
that you may feel uncomfortable answering questions in the interview. You may also feel 
inconvenienced by having me inside your classrooms. However, you do not need to 
respond to any questions in the interviews that you feel uncomfortable answering. To 
prevent or minimise the potential inconvenience that I may cause to you and your lessons, 
I will consult with you about all of my observation activities. These activities will be 
carefully planned giving attention to minimising disruption and inconvenience to your 
daily teaching and lessons routines. The activities will only be carried out with your 
permission. 
 
Privacy and Confidentiality 
All the information gathered from the interview and classroom observations will be 
treated confidentially. The names of individual persons are not required in any of the 
responses. In case, names are used, they will be replaced by pseudonyms and codes 
during transcription and analysis. The transcription of your interview will be sent back to 
you for your verification before it is used for the project. Only I as the researcher will 
have access to the audio recordings. The recordings will be destroyed at the end of the 
project. You can ask to turn off the recording at any time during the interview. You can 
also ask for the recordings to be returned to you. If you withdraw, on request any 
identifiable information already obtained from you will be destroyed.  
 
All the data collected from you will be non-identifiable and will be used for this study 
only. The university will not be named in any publications based on this data collection. 
The collected data will be safely stored and used by the researcher only for the purposes 
of this project.  
 
Consent to Participate 
We would like to ask you to sign a written consent form (enclosed) to confirm your 
agreement to participate. 
 
Questions / further information about the project 
If have any questions or require any further information please contact one of the 
research team members below. 
 
Mr Hoang Ngoc Tue – EdD student  
+ 61 7 3138 0826               ngoc.hoang@ 
student.qut.edu.au 
Dr Ji Yong Park  





Dr Radha Iyer 
+61 7 3138 3418         radha.iyer@qut.edu.au   
Prof Stephen Ritchie 
+61 7 3138 3332   
s.ritchie@qut.edu.au  
 
Concerns / complaints regarding the conduct of the project 
QUT is committed to research integrity and the ethical conduct of research projects. 
However, if you do have any concerns or complaints about the ethical conduct of the 
project you may contact the QUT Research Ethics Unit on +61 7 3138 5123 or email 
ethicscontact@qut.edu.au. The QUT Research Ethics Unit is not connected with the 
research project and can facilitate a resolution to your concern in an impartial manner. 
 






CONSENT FORM FOR QUT RESEARCH 
PROJECT 
– Teacher’s interview and classroom observation – 
 
EFL teachers’ perceptions and experiences of blended learning in a Vietnamese 
university 
 
QUT Ethics Approval Number 1300000269 
 
RESEARCH TEAM CONTACTS 
Mr Hoang Ngoc Tue – EdD student  
+ 61 7 3138 0826 
ngoc.hoang@ student.qut.edu.au 
Dr Ji Yong Park  
+61 7 3138 3920 
jiyong.park@qut.edu.au  
  
Dr Radha Iyer 
+61 7 3138 3418 
radha.iyer@qut.edu.au   
Prof Stephen Ritchie 
+61 7 3138 3332 
s.ritchie@qut.edu.au  
 
STATEMENT OF CONSENT 
 
By signing below, you are indicating that you: 
 
 Have read and understood the information document regarding this project. 
 Have had any questions answered to your satisfaction. 
 Understand that if you have any additional questions you can contact the research 
team. 
 Understand that you are free to withdraw at any time, without comment or penalty. 
 Understand that you can contact the Research Ethics Unit on +61 7 3138 5123 or 
email ethicscontact@qut.edu.au if you have concerns about the ethical conduct of 
the project. 
 Understand that the project will include: 
 One recorded interview. 
 Observations of my activities during three continuous sessions of teaching 
English in face-to-face classes. 
 Observations of my activities online before and after those face-to-face 
sessions. 









Date   
 





PARTICIPANT INFORMATION FOR QUT 
RESEARCH PROJECT 
– Interview with university executive staff – 
EFL teachers’ perceptions and experiences of blended learning in a 
Vietnamese university 
 
QUT Ethics Approval Number 1300000269 
 
Research team 
Researcher: Mr Hoang Ngoc Tue EdD student, QUT 
Supervisors:  Dr Ji Yong Park Faculty of Education, QUT 
 Dr Radha Iyer             Faculty of Education, QUT 
 Prof Stephen Ritchie Faculty of Education, QUT  
 
Description 
This project is being undertaken as part of a doctoral study for Hoang Ngoc Tue.  
 
The main purpose of this project is to investigate the EFL teachers’ perceptions and 
experiences of blended learning in order to provide recommendations on blended learning 
implementation to enhance the quality of the teaching and learning of EFL at the 
University. 
 
You are invited to participate in this project because you are currently involving in 
managing the teaching and learning of English as Foreign Language in blended learning 
modes at the University. Your participation will be of great significance to this project. 
 
Participation 
Your participation will involve an audio recorded interview at an appropriate place at 
Hanoi University of Industry or other agreed location that will take approximately half an 
hour of your time. The interview will focus on your managerial experiences of blended 
learning, your expectations of blended learning in EFL education at the university, and 
the university’s evaluation and vision of applying blended learning approaches. 
 
Your participation in this project is entirely voluntary. If you do agree to participate, you 
can withdraw from the project without comment or penalty. Your decision to participate 




Although the study will not directly benefit you, it is expected that the project can 
contribute to knowledge of blended learning at the University. The study may facilitate 
the University develop appropriate policies and strategies to improve the implementation 
of blended learning at the University. 
 
Risks 
There are minimal risks associated with your participation in this project. For instance, 
you may feel uncomfortable answering a particular question. However, you do not need 





Privacy and Confidentiality 
All the information gathered from the interview will be treated confidentially. The names 
of individual persons are not required in any of the responses. In case, names are used, 
they will be replaced by pseudonyms and codes during transcription and analysis. The 
transcription of your interview will be sent back to you for your verification before it is 
used for the project. Only I as the researcher will have access to the audio recordings. The 
recordings will be used only for the project and will be destroyed at the end of the 
project. You can ask to turn off the recording at any time during the interview. You can 
also ask for the recordings to be returned to you. If you withdraw, on request any 
identifiable information already obtained from you will be destroyed.  
 
All the data collected from you will be non-identifiable and will be used for this study 
only. The university will not be named in any publications based on this data collection. 
The collected data will be safely stored and accessed by the researcher only for the 
purposes of this project.  
 
Consent to Participate 
We would like to ask you to sign a written consent form (enclosed) to confirm your 
agreement to participate. 
 
Questions / further information about the project 
If have any questions or require any further information please contact one of the 
research team members below. 
 
Mr Hoang Ngoc Tue – EdD student  
+ 61 7 3138 0826               ngoc.hoang@ 
student.qut.edu.au 
Dr Ji Yong Park  
+61 7 3138 3920   
jiyong.park@qut.edu.au  
  
Dr Radha Iyer 
+61 7 3138 3418             radha.iyer@qut.edu.au   
Prof Stephen Ritchie 
+61 7 3138 3332   
s.ritchie@qut.edu.au  
 
Concerns / complaints regarding the conduct of the project 
QUT is committed to research integrity and the ethical conduct of research projects. 
However, if you do have any concerns or complaints about the ethical conduct of the 
project you may contact the QUT Research Ethics Unit on +61 7 3138 5123 or email 
ethicscontact@qut.edu.au. The QUT Research Ethics Unit is not connected with the 
research project and can facilitate a resolution to your concern in an impartial manner. 
 






CONSENT FORM FOR QUT RESEARCH 
PROJECT 
– Interview with university executive staff – 
EFL teachers’ perceptions and experiences of blended learning in a Vietnamese 
university 
 
QUT Ethics Approval Number 1300000269 
 
RESEARCH TEAM CONTACTS 
Mr Hoang Ngoc Tue – EdD student  
+ 61 7 3138 0826 
ngoc.hoang@ student.qut.edu.au 
Dr Ji Yong Park  
+61 7 3138 3920 
jiyong.park@qut.edu.au  
  
Dr Radha Iyer 
+61 7 3138 3418 
radha.iyer@qut.edu.au   
Prof Stephen Ritchie 
+61 7 3138 3332 
s.ritchie@qut.edu.au  
 
STATEMENT OF CONSENT 
 
By signing below, you are indicating that you: 
 
 Have read and understood the information document regarding this project. 
 
 Have had any questions answered to your satisfaction. 
 
 Understand that if you have any additional questions you can contact the research 
team. 
 
 Understand that you are free to withdraw at any time, without comment or penalty. 
 
 Understand that you can contact the Research Ethics Unit on +61 7 3138 5123 or 
email ethicscontact@qut.edu.au if you have concerns about the ethical conduct of 
the project. 
 
 Understand that the participation in the project will include an audio recorded 
interview. 
 









Date   
 





PARTICIPANT INFORMATION FOR QUT 
RESEARCH PROJECT 
– Interview with executive staff of the service 
provider – 
 
EFL teachers’ perceptions and experiences of blended learning in a Vietnamese 
university 
 




Researcher: Mr Hoang Ngoc Tue EdD student, QUT 
Supervisors:  Dr Ji Yong Park Faculty of Education, QUT 
 Dr Radha Iyer       Faculty of Education, QUT 
 Prof Stephen Ritchie Faculty of Education, QUT  
 
Description 
This project is being undertaken as part of a doctoral study for Hoang Ngoc Tue.  
 
The main purpose of this project is to investigate the EFL teachers’ perceptions and 
experiences of blended learning in order to provide recommendations on blended learning 
implementation to enhance the quality of the teaching and learning of EFL at the 
University. 
 
You are invited to participate in this project because you are the executive staff of the 
company who has provided the online learning services for EFL education at the 
University and your professional experience will be valuable to this project.  
 
Participation 
Your participation will involve an audio recorded interview at an appropriate place that 
will take approximately thirty minutes of your time. The interview will focus on your 
professional experience of blended learning delivery, your roles in blended learning 
procedures, your opinion on the effectiveness of blended learning in EFL education at the 
University and your suggestions to improve the implementation. 
 
Your participation in this project is entirely voluntary. If you do agree to participate, you 
can withdraw from the project without comment or penalty. Your decision to participate 




Although the study will not directly benefit you, it is expected that the project can 
contribute to knowledge of blended learning at the University. The study may facilitate 
the University develop appropriate policies and strategies to improve the implementation 
of blended learning at the University. 
Risks 
There are minimal risks associated with your participation in this project. For instance, 
you may feel uncomfortable answering a particular question. However, you do not need 




Privacy and Confidentiality 
All the information gathered from the interview will be treated confidentially. The names 
of individual persons are not required in any of the responses. In case names are used, 
they will be replaced by pseudonyms and codes in during transcription and analysis. The 
transcription of your interview will be sent back to you for your verification before it is 
used for the project. Only I as the researcher will have access to the audio recordings. The 
recordings will be used only for the project and will be destroyed at the end of the 
project. You can ask to turn off the recording at any time during the interview. You can 
also ask for the recordings to be returned to you. If you withdraw, on request any 
identifiable information already obtained from you will be destroyed. 
 
All the data collected from you will be non-identifiable and will be used for this study 
only. The company will not be named in any publications based on this data collection. 
The collected data will be safely stored and accessed by the researcher only for the 
purposes of this project.  
 
Consent to Participate 
We would like to ask you to sign a written consent form (enclosed) to confirm your 
agreement to participate. 
 
Questions / further information about the project 
If have any questions or require any further information please contact one of the 
research team members below. 
 
Mr Hoang Ngoc Tue – EdD student  
+ 61 7 3138 0826              ngoc.hoang@ 
student.qut.edu.au 
Dr Ji Yong Park  
+61 7 3138 3920   
jiyong.park@qut.edu.au  
  
Dr Radha Iyer 
+61 7 3138 3418            radha.iyer@qut.edu.au   
Prof Stephen Ritchie 
+61 7 3138 3332   
s.ritchie@qut.edu.au  
 
Concerns / complaints regarding the conduct of the project 
QUT is committed to research integrity and the ethical conduct of research projects. 
However, if you do have any concerns or complaints about the ethical conduct of the 
project you may contact the QUT Research Ethics Unit on +61 7 3138 5123 or email 
ethicscontact@qut.edu.au. The QUT Research Ethics Unit is not connected with the 
research project and can facilitate a resolution to your concern in an impartial manner. 
 






CONSENT FORM FOR QUT RESEARCH 
PROJECT 
– Interview with executive staff of the service 
provider – 
 
EFL teachers’ perceptions and experiences of blended learning in a Vietnamese 
university 
 
QUT Ethics Approval Number 1300000269 
 
RESEARCH TEAM CONTACTS 
Mr Hoang Ngoc Tue – EdD student  
+ 61 7 3138 0826 
ngoc.hoang@ student.qut.edu.au 
Dr Ji Yong Park  
+61 7 3138 3920 
jiyong.park@qut.edu.au  
  
Dr Radha Iyer 
+61 7 3138 3418 
radha.iyer@qut.edu.au   
Prof Stephen Ritchie 
+61 7 3138 3332 
s.ritchie@qut.edu.au  
 
STATEMENT OF CONSENT 
 
By signing below, you are indicating that you: 
 
 Have read and understood the information document regarding this project. 
 
 Have had any questions answered to your satisfaction. 
 
 Understand that if you have any additional questions you can contact the research 
team. 
 
 Understand that you are free to withdraw at any time, without comment or penalty. 
 
 Understand that you can contact the Research Ethics Unit on +61 7 3138 5123 or 
email ethicscontact@qut.edu.au if you have concerns about the ethical conduct of 
the project. 
 
 Understand that the participation in the project will include an audio recorded 
interview. 
 






Date   
 
Please return this sheet to the investigator. 
  
 Appendices 297 
Appendix B: The congruence of research questions, literature reviews, conceptual framework, data collection methods, data sources, 



















LITERATURE REVIEW – CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK DATA COLLECTION DATA ANALYSIS 
Categories Sub-categories 






































































Blended learning definitions 
(Bonk & Graham, 2012; Garrison & Vaughan, 
2008; Graham, 2006; 2013) 
 The combination of various teaching and learning materials 
and equipment such as TV programs, documentaries, movies, 
etc. 
 
 The incorporation of various pedagogical strategies such as 
lecture, didactic questioning, explicit teaching, practice and 
drill, demonstrations, etc. 
 
 The fusion of online and face-to-face instruction for the 
enhancement of independent and collaborative learning via 
LMS, Web 2.0 communication tools, and interactive media. 
 How do you understand 
the term “blended 
learning”? How do you 
know the about it? 
 How is “blended 
learning” defined? 
 How do you define the 
term “blended learning”? 
What did you know about 
it? 
 Teachers’ conceptual 
understandings of blended 
learning and instructional 
design, benefits and challenges 
to the implementation of 
blended learning in EFL 
education 
 
 How similar and different are 
the teachers’ perceptions and 
what is demonstrated in the 
literature? 
 
 Influences of institutional 
factors: Executives and service 
providers’ understandings of 
blended learning and the 
implementation of blended 
learning in EFL education 
 
  Blended learning design (Garrison & 
Vaughan, 2008; Riley et al., 2013)  
The “thoughtful fusion” of online and face-to-face instructions 
aiming to utilise the best features of the two learning modalities 
to promote students’ engagement and involvement in learning 
processes 
 How is students’ online 
learning integrated into 
teaching and learning in 
a face-to-face class? 
 
 How is students’ 
online learning 
integrated into 
teaching and learning 
in face-to-face class? 
 How is students’ online 
learning integrated into 







Benefits of EFL blended learning:  
 for students’ learning 
(Chew, 2009; Grgurovic, 2010; Joosten et al., 
2014; Ocak, 2011; Reinders, 2012; Giang & 




for teachers’ pedagogical practices 




for HE institutions 
 (Grgurovic, 2011; Niemiec & Otte, 2010; 
Vaughan, 2007; Wajeha Thabit, 2013)  
 Rich sources of language learning materials in different 
types including textual, audio, video and simulation. 
 More opportunities to interact with teachers and other 
learners 
 Facilitate active and reflective learning 
 Increase students’ learning engagement 
 Bring about improvements in students’ academic outcomes 
 
 
 Provides teachers with opportunities to individualise 
instruction and feedback 
 Enable teachers to facilitate students’ interactive and 
collaborative learning of English language 
 
 
 Increase enrolment  
 Accommodate diverse learning needs of EFL students and 
improve EFL education quality 
 Offers opportunities for enhancing institutional reputation 
 
 What are the benefits of 
implementing EFL 
blended learning for 
students, teachers and 
institutions? How do 
you know? 
 
 What are the 
purposes of 
implementing EFL 
blended learning for 
students, teachers 
and institutions? 
How do you know?  
 What are the benefits of 
implementing EFL 
blended learning for 
students, teachers and 




Challenges to the implementation of EFL 
blended learning 
related to students 
(Alebaikan, 2010; Chew, 2009; COHERE, 
2011; Larsen, 2012; Reinders, 2012) 
 
related to teachers 
(Alebaikan, 2010; Benson et al. 2011; Betts, 
2014; Chew, 2009; COHERE, 2011; Comas-
Quinn, 2011) 
 
related to HE institutions 
(Alebaikan, 2010; Benson et al., 2011; Betts, 
2014; Ocak, 2011) 
 Students’ limited ability to carry out self-regulated learning 
 Students’ lack of experience in employing computer and 
web-based technology or unfamiliarity with a technology-





 Teachers’ limited pedagogical expertise and ICT skills  
 Teachers’ low motivation due to the requirement for 
additional workload and the employment of unfamiliar 
technologies to deliver blended learning courses 
 
 Lack of appropriate management strategies and support 
 Poor technical infrastructure 




How do you know? 
 What are the 
difficulties in 
implementing EFL 
blended learning?  
 What are the difficulties 
in implementing EFL 






















LITERATURE REVIEW – CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK DATA COLLECTION DATA 
ANALYSIS 
Pedagogical 
principles of EFL 
blended learning 































































 (Brandl, 2008; Chickering & Gamson, 1987; Canale & Swain, 1980; Ellis, 
2005; Joosten et al. 2013; Rubio & Thoms, 2014; Vaughan et al., 2013; 
Wilson, 2008); Webb & Mastergeorge, 2003; Wilson, 2008) 










honestly their own 
understanding and 
learning needs 
  Face-to-face:   
- Introduce teaching philosophy and expectation of students’ roles 
emphasising open communication and contribution  
- Encourage students to talk about reasons, expectations and concerns 
about the course 
- Organise small group discussion for students to get acquainted and have 
some mutual understanding  
- Take into consideration students’ affective factors to design stimulating 
learning tasks and encourage students’ learning efforts 
- Explicitly discuss the norms regarding accepted behaviours in both face-
to-face and online environments: openness, respect, and critique with 
tips for improvements 
  Online:  
- Produce an introductory page to welcome students and inform them about 
teaching philosophy and expectations of students’ roles. 
- Create a bio page for students to post image and short bios of themselves  
- encourage students to contact teacher and peers using online 
communication tools  
- Create Frequently Ask Questions (FAQ) online 
- Make online contribution and obedience to the norms part of course 
requirements and course grade 
- Participate in discussion thread, share knowledge and belief  
- Respond to students who respond to you 
- Provide a model of complying online etiquette  
 
 How do you encourage students’ 
participation in learning activities online and 
in face-to-face classes? 
 
  What do you do to  
- set up and reinforce the relationship with 
students and between students?  
- encourage students to participate in learning 
activities online and in face-to-face classes?  
- encourage students to articulate their 
understanding and learning problems? 





 How do teachers and students 
interact on line and in face-to-
face classes?  
 
 What do the teachers do to 
- set up and reinforce the 
relationship with students 
and between students? 
- encourage students to 
participate in learning 
activities online and in face-
to-face classes?  
- encourage students to 
articulate their understanding 
and learning problems 







of teaching EFL 
in a blended 
learning 
environment: 




























purposes in English  
- students work on 
learning tasks which 
require their 
cooperation 
 Face-to-face:  
- Organise students to work in pairs and groups to practise using English 
for genuine communication  
- Design pair and group work activities which require students’ positive 
interdependence: individual’s goals can be attained when the goals of all 
members in the group are attained 
- Explicitly discuss, analyse and demonstrate interpersonal and group 
working skills: communicate ideas clearly, respect others, maintain 
academic focus and manage conflict 
- Monitor students’ collaborative work to give timely assistance 
- Assess students’ work in pairs and groups  
 Online:  
- Encourage students to communicate in English using asynchronous and 
synchronous communication tools 
- Start discussion thread and require students’ contribution 
- Encourage students to share and contribute to peers’ writing in target 
language. 
- Provide model of successful collaborative work and analyse the benefits 
- - Be regularly present online to provide synthesis and encouragement 
 Do you encourage students to use English to 
communicate with teachers and peers? If 
yes, how?/If no, Why not? 
 
 What do you do to promote students’ 
collaboration and cooperation in learning? 
- Do you require students to work in pairs and 
group? If yes, how?/If no, Why not? 
- Do you encourage students to share their 
ideas, information, learning materials? If 
yes, how?/If no, Why not?  
- Do you supervise students’ pair work and 
group work and sometimes get involved to 
help them? If yes, how?/ If no, Why not? 
 
 What do teachers do to 
promote students’ use of 
English and their interactions 
with one another online and in 
face-to-face classes? 
 
 What do teachers do to make 
students work in pairs and in 
groups? 
 
 What do teachers do to 
encourage  students to share 
ideas, information, learning 
materials? 
 
 What do teachers do to 
supervise students’ pair and 
group work online and in 
face-to-face classes? When 
and how do teachers get 
involved to help? 
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3. Provide students 
with timely and 
constructive 
feedback to scaffold 
their learning 
individually 
 Face-to-face:     
- Provide students with both positive and error corrective feedback with 
reference to stated objectives, show progress, and identify areas for 
improvement and how to improve 
- Require students to give constructive feedback to their peers  
- Encourage students’ learning efforts 
 Online:  
- Utilise automatic assessment tools to provide formative feedback and 
recommended learning materials 
- Use online records and assessment features to gain more understanding 
of students’ learning and provide them with individually relevant 
feedback via asynchronous communication tools 
-  Respond to students’ contribution 
 Do you give students feedback on their 
learning and language performance? When? 
What do you often give feedback on?  
- What are your purposes in giving feedback to 
students? (to motivate them to learn?, to help 
them recognise the areas for improvement? 
To show them how to progress toward their 
learning objectives?) 
- Do you ask your students to assess their peers? 
If no, Why not? /If yes, what do you do to ask 
them carry out peer-assessment? 
 
 What feedback do the 
teachers give on students’ 
learning and their language 
















students’ ability to 







 Face-to-face:  
- Provide explicit instruction in self-regulated learning skills  
- Be explicit about course objectives and enable students to set up 
individual learning goals aligning with course objectives  
- Be explicit about learning objectives, expected learning outcomes, 
methods and criteria for assessment of individual learning tasks 
- Require students to pay attention to teachers’ feedback to peers and 
reflect on own learning 
 Online: 
- Post course syllabus and objectives on LMS 
- Encourage students to develop list of individual course goals using e-
journal and enable them to review their list periodically  
- Demonstrate examples of satisfactory and unsatisfactory task 
performances and encourage students’ self-assessment 
- Provide and analyse examples of self-regulated activities 
- Give students a choice over what, when and how to learn while keeping 
to the overall course goals 
 What do you do to develop students’ ability 
to take control of their own learning? 
- Do you train students to regulate their own 
learning? 
- Do you share with your students the teaching 
objectives, learning expectations and 
assessment criteria? If yes, how?/If no, Why 
not? 
- Do you show or facilitate students gaining 
access to materials or online programs for 
their independent learning? If yes, what 
sources or programs?/if no, why not? 
- Do you ask your students to pay attention to 
your feedback on their peers and reflect on 
their own learning?  
- Do you ask students to carry out self -
assessment? If no, Why not? /If yes, what do 
you do to prepare students for self- 
assessment? 
- Do you give students opportunities to choose 




 What do teachers do to 
develop students’ ability to 
take control of their own 
learning? 
- What do teachers do to illustrate 
the teaching objectives, 
learning expectations and 
assessment criteria 
- What do the teachers do to ask 
students to carry out self-
assessment and peer-
assessment? 
- What tasks and tools are 
designed for students’ self-
learning? 
- What do teachers do to show or 
connect students with materials 
or online programs where they 
can carry out independent 
learning? 
 5. Enhance 




 Face-to-face:  
- Assign appropriate learning tasks for individual students in class 
- Maximise the use of target language but switch to first language when 
necessary to facilitate students’ comprehension 
 Online:  
- Require students to reflect on learning experience and take learning 
preference inventory, consider students’ preferences when designing 
courses and tasks  
- Provide students with access to a variety of learning resources in 
different modes (printed, audial, visual), types (written, spoken) and at 
different levels and encourage them to make use of the sources the way 
they like 
 Do you take into consideration the 
difference in your students’ language 
proficiency and learning styles? If no, why 
not? If yes, what do you do with the 
differences in students’ learning styles? 
- Do you try to design different tasks or use 
different types of materials?  
 - Do you prepare tasks with different learning 
objectives or difficulty levels for students’ 
independent learning? 
 What learning activities are 
carried out online and in face-
to-face classes?  
- What types of materials are 
used?  
- What options are available for 
students to make according to 
their learning needs and their 
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CK: English language knowledge 
necessary for successful communication 
across cultures (Canale & Swain, 1980; 
Dörnyei & Scott, 1997; Littlewood, 2011; 
Hoa, 2011; Tarone, 1980) 
- linguistic components (morphology, 
phonetics, pragmatics, semantics, and 
syntax) 
- macro and micro language skills 
- communication strategies 
- sociocultural knowledge  
 
 What do you think students need to 
learn when learning EFL? Why? 
 
 How should they learn to meet these 
needs? 
 
 What are the roles of teachers, students 
and instructional materials in the 
students’ EFL learning? 
 
 
 What do you take into consideration 
when designing your English 
lessons?/What determines the design or 
selection of learning activities in your 
English lessons? 
 
 How do you know about these (from 
your learning experiences, your teacher 
training or your teaching experiences)? 
 
 How often do you communicate with 
your students in English in your lessons 
and for what purposes? 




online and in 
face-to-face 
classes? 





 How similar and 




what is in the 
literature? 






and practices of 
blended learning 
PK: knowledge about techniques or 
methods to be used in the classroom, the 
nature of the target audience and strategies 
for evaluating students’ understanding 
(Chickering & Gamson, 1987; Murphy, 
2008; Reinders, 2010; Thanh, 2014; Thanh 
& Renshaw, 2013) 
- fostering their active and self-regulated 
learning 
- facilitating their interactions with peers 
- assessing students’ learning to identify 
and address their learning needs 
- providing feedback on relevant and 
timely aspects of students’ learning and 
show them what they need to do to 
progress toward their learning target  
 
PCK: Knowledge of pedagogy which is 
applicable to the teaching EFL and 
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knowing how elements of content can be 
arranged for better teaching (Brandl, 2008; 
Canale & Swain, 1980; Cazden, 2001; 
Ellis, 2005, 2012; Littlewood, 2011; 
Nunan, 2004) 
- Responding to students’ learning needs 
- Providing rich and relevant language 
input 
- Providing ample opportunities for 
language output  
- Supporting students’ collaborative 
learning  




TK (Cole & Foster, 2007; Garrison & 
Vaughan, 2008; Imbernón-Muñoz, Silva-
García & Guzmán-Valenzuela, 2011; Son, 
2011) 
Computer -related skills required to utilise 
a blended learning environment  
- Adapting course content: adding and 
revising course content, visual digital 
skills 
- Management skills: enrolling, listing, 
setting up group 
- Using communication tools such as 
email, forum, chat-room, blogs  
- Multimedia skills: graphic design, 
download, upload and manipulate audio, 
video files 
- Employing assessment features: online 
quiz, survey 
- Site design and functionality: adding 
link, navigation buttons  
- Troubleshooting basic student 
technology issues: login and password 
problems; connectivity; installing 
software 
 
 What of the following computer-related 
skills do you have?  
- Adapting course content skills: adding 
and revising course content, visual digital 
skills 
- Management skills: enrolling, listing, 
setting up groups 
- Using communication tools such as 
email, forum, chat-room, blogs, social 
tools 
- Multimedia skills: graphic design, 
download, upload and manipulate audio, 
video files 
- Employing assessment features: online 
quiz, survey 
- Site design and functionality: adding 
link, navigation buttons 
- Troubleshooting basic student 
technology issues: login and password 
problems; connectivity; installing 
software 
 How have you acquired the skills? 
 What computer 
tools or 
applications are 
used by the 
teachers? 
 How frequent 
do the teachers 
use these tools?  
 How confident 
are the teachers 



















TCK: Knowledge of using specific 
technology to change the way students 
learn EFL (Blake, 2011; Canale & Swain, 
1980; Golonka et al., 2014; Kervin & 
Derewianka, 2011; Launer, 2010; Pica, 
1994; Reeder, 2010; Zhao, 2003) 
- E-lectures, computer-based drill 
exercises and individual study tools can 
provide language knowledge and drill 
practices of receptive language skills  
- Digitalised videos and simulation 
software can facilitate the teaching of 
communication strategies and increase 
students’ intercultural knowledge 
- Synchronous and asynchronous 
communication tools online can 
facilitate students’ use of English for 
real communication purposes 
 
 Do you use the mentioned technical 
skills in your teaching EFL blended 
learning course? How often? For what 
purposes?  
 
 How helpful is the employment of the 
skills to your EFL teaching? Why? 
 
 Do you feel confident when performing 
these technological skills in teaching 
blended learning courses? 
 
 What other skills do you think you need 
to acquire to teach EFL blended 

























   
TPK: Knowledge of the existence and 
affordances of technologies in teaching 
and learning and the possible changes in 
the way teaching and learning can be 
carried out as a result of technological 
employment (Antokhin et al., 2004; 
Grgurović, 2010; Larsen, 2012; Nicolson 
et al., 2011; Picciano, 2006a; Reinders, 
2012; Tin & Robertson, 2010; Ushida, 
2005) 
- Online resources and assessment and 
learning tools can enable teachers to 
respond to individual students’ learning 
needs and facilitate their active and 
self-regulated learning 
- Combination of the two learning 
environments can provide more 
opportunities for students’ 
collaborative learning in face-to-face 





TPCK: An integrated form of knowledge 
that goes beyond the three components of 
content, pedagogy, and technology to 
enable teachers to make use of technology 
affordances to modify appropriately 
teaching content and pedagogy to facilitate 
students’ EFL learning (Tin & Roberson, 
2010; Golonka et al., 2014; Grgurovic, 
2010; Larsen, 2012; Marsh, 2012; Pop & 
Slev, 2012; Reinders, 2012) 
Blended learning environments can enable 
teachers to  
- engage students in genuine 
communication in English  
- provide students with individualised 
support 
- facilitate students’ self-directed 
learning 
- enhance collaborative learning 























































































Cultural influences: The influences of 
traditional teaching pedagogy and national 
culture (Carless, 2011; Danh & 
Williamson, 2009; Hofstede et al., 2010; 
Nguyen, 2004; Vien, 1974) 
-  Power distance between teachers and 
students 
- Community benefits take priority over 
individuals’ benefits 
-  Educational tradition of teacher-
centred and textbook-based teaching 
- Learners’ face concerns 







 What factors influence your 
implementation of blended learning? 
How?/What are your difficulties in 
implementing blended learning? What 
do you often do when having such 
problems? 
- Does your role as a respected teacher 
prevent you from interacting with your 
students or your students from 
contacting you? If yes, what difficulties? 
- Do you have any difficulties when 
individualising your teaching to an 
individual student? If yes, what are the 
difficulties? 
- Is it a disadvantage if you do not employ 
blended learning methods in your EFL 
teaching? 
- Do you think that your role has been 
















 Possible link 
between 
sociocultural 
context and the 
teachers’ 
perception and 




  changed when teaching in blended 
learning environments? 
- Do your colleagues facilitate your 
learning? If yes, How/ if no, Why not? 
- Are your students happy to share their 
works, materials, ideas, etc. with their 
classmates? 
- Do you think that your students consider 
learning English as important? Do they 
participate in your lessons 
enthusiastically? 
- Do you have any difficulties in 
communicating with your students in 
English? 
- Do you have any difficulties in designing 
face-to-face and online activities for 
your students to communicate with one 
another in English? 
- Do all students in your class have 
computers and Internet access to learn 
English in blended learning 
environments? 
 
 Social influences: current situation of ICT 
use in society, EFL education and ICT 
integration in HE (Huong & Hiep, 2010; 
MOET, 2005, 2008) 
- The priority of English in educational 
and occupational contexts 
- The EFL context: English is a foreign 
language: limited chances to use 
English for real life purposes  
- The support given to the use of ICT in 
education 
- The shortage or non-existence of 
pedagogical purposes in computer 
software design 
- Limited understanding and use of ICT 
tools among key stakeholders 
 
 How important is the 
learning of English 
language for students 
at tertiary level? 
 
 What are the roles of 
ICT applications in 





 Institutional influences (Garrison, 2011; 
Garrison et al. 2012; Huan & McKay 
2011; Picciano, 2009) 
- University’s purposes, strategies and 
visions and the procedures of 
implementing blended learning 
- Top-down and centralised 
administrative mechanism 
- Technical infrastructures at VIUni 
- Shortage of ELT materials 
- Prescribed teaching content for 
administrative purposes  
- Teachers’ workload 
- Technical, pedagogical, emotional, 
financial support and assistance 
 
 
 What do you know about the 
university’s purposes, strategies and 
vision of implementing EFL blended 
learning programs? How did you get to 
know? Did you take part in any of the 
decision-making? If yes, what did you 
do? 
 What has been done related to the 
implementation of blended learning at 
the university? 
- Are there any guidelines or policies 
about the implementation of EFL 
blended learning courses? If yes, what? 
- Have you received any training before 
and during your implementation of 
blended learning method? If yes, What? 
- Have you been offered any incentives 








students to use?  
 
 What are the 
university’s purposes, 
strategies and vision 
of implementing EFL 
blended learning 
programs? 
 What has been 
informed to EFL 
teachers? When and 
how?  
 What has been done 
related to the 
implementation of 
blended learning at the 
University? 
 What are the roles of 
the faculty, institution 
and service provider in 








 What are the 
benefits and 
challenges to the 
current 
implementation 
of EFL blended 
learning at 
VIUni? 




for implementing blended learning 
methods?  
 What are the benefits and problems of 
the current implementation of blended 
learning at VIUni? 
 What should be done to improve the 
implementation of EFL blended 
learning courses at VIUni? 
implementation? 
 What are the benefits 
and challenges to the 
current 
implementation of 
blended learning at 
VIUni? 
 What factors facilitate 
or impede the 
implementation? 
 What should be done 





of EFL blended 
learning courses 
at VIUni? 
 What should be 
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Appendix C: Teacher Interview Schedule 




1. How long have you been working at our university? 
2. How long have you been delivering EFL courses with both online 
and face-to-face components? 
Definition 
 
3. How do you define the term “blended learning”? 
Probe: Are you familiar with the term “blended learning”? How did 
you learn about it? 
Do you consider your current EFL teaching at the university a 
blended learning mode? 
Design 4. How is students’ online learning integrated into teaching and 
learning in face-to-face classes? 
Probe: Which component is the lead? 
What is the function of the LMS?  
Have you changed your pedagogy when teaching in blended 
environments? If Yes, how? 
Benefits 5. What are the benefits of blended learning in EFL education? 
Probe: What benefits do students gain when learning in blended 
learning environments? 
What benefits do you receive when teaching blended learning 
courses? 
What benefits does the university gain when employing blended 
learning? 
Do you prefer teaching in blended learning modes or in traditional 
face-to-face class? 
Challenges 6. What difficulties have you experienced during delivering blended 
learning courses? 
Probe: Do you have an increased workload when teaching blended 
learning courses? 
Is Internet and computer access sufficient for both teachers and 
students? 
Which challenges do you think come from teachers themselves? 
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Sub-categories Interview questions 
For example, do you think that you have sufficient knowledge and 





7. How do you encourage students to participate in learning activities 
in blended learning classes? 
Probe: What do you do to  
+ set up and reinforce the relationship with students and between 
students  
+ encourage students to participate in learning activities online and 
in face-to-face classes?  
+ encourage students to articulate their understanding and learning 
problems 
+ support students in their learning? 
8. How do you encourage students to work and use English together? 
Probe: Do you require students to work in pairs and groups? If yes, 
how?/If no, Why not? 
Do you encourage students to share with one another their ideas, 
information, learning materials? If yes, how?/If no, Why not?  
Do you supervise students’ pair and group work and sometimes get 
involved to help them? If yes, how?/ If no, Why not? 
9. Do you often give feedback to your students and in what ways? 
Probe: What are your purposes in giving feedback to students? (to 
motivate them to learn?, to help them recognise areas for 
improvement? To show them how to progress toward their learning 
objectives?) 
Do you ask your students to assess their peers? If no, Why not? /If 
yes, what do you do to ask them to carry out peer-assessment? 
10. What do you do to develop students’ ability to take control of their 
own learning? 
Probe: Do you train students to regulate their own learning? 
Do you share with your students the teaching objectives, learning 
expectations and assessment criteria? If yes, how?/If no, Why not? 
Do you show or help students to get access to material sources or 
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Sub-categories Interview questions 
online programs for their independent learning? If yes, what 
sources or programs?/if no, why not? 
Do you ask your students to pay attention to your feedback on their 
peers and reflect on their own learning?  
Do you ask students to carry out self -assessment? If no, Why not? 
/If yes, what do you do to prepare students for self- assessment? 
11. Do you take into consideration the difference in your students’ 
language proficiency and learning styles? If no, why not? If yes, 
what do you do about the differences in students’ learning styles? 
Probe: Do you try to design different tasks or use different types of 
materials?  
Do you prepare tasks with different learning objectives or difficulty 




12. What should be taught to students? 
Probe: What should students learn to use English successfully for 
their educational and professional purposes? 
Which language content do you teach to students online? in face-to-
face class? Have the teaching content changed in face-to-face class 




13. How should they learn to communicate? 
14. What are the roles of teachers, students and instructional materials 
in students’ EFL learning? 
15. What do you take into consideration when designing your English 
lessons?/What determines the design or selection of learning 
activities in your English lessons? 
TK 16. What technological skills do you have? 
Please tick appropriate items. 
___ Word processing skills: using Microsoft Words, inserting 
comments  
___ Online course content: adding and revising course content 
___ User management: enrolling, listing, setting up group 
___ Communication tools: using email, forum, chat-room, blogs, 
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Sub-categories Interview questions 
social tools 
___ Multimedia skills: graphic design; download, upload and 
manipulating audio, video files  
___ Assessment tools: online quizzes and surveys 
___ Site design and functionality: creating website, adding link or 
navigation buttons 
___ Troubleshooting basic student technology issues: login and 
password problems; connectivity; installing software 








17. Do you use the mentioned technical skills in your teaching of EFL 
blended learning course? How often? For which language content? 
What technological applications do you know can be used in EFL 
education? What technological features or tools in the current LMS 
that are useful for teaching and learning EFL? And what are your 
pedagogical purposes when using those skills/ tools? 
18. What are your pedagogical purposes when using those 
technological applications? 
Probe: How helpful is the employment of the skills to your EFL 
teaching? Why? 
Do you feel confident when performing these technological skills in 
teaching blended learning courses? 
What other skills do you think you need to acquire to teach EFL 
blended learning courses? 
TPCK 19. What teaching strategies do you use to teach English in blended 
learning environments? In term of pedagogy, what are the 




20. What cultural factors facilitate or hinder your use of blended 
learning? 
Probe: Do you feel comfortable when teaching blended learning 
courses? 
Does your role as a respectable teacher prevent you from 
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interacting with your students or your students from contacting 
you? If yes, what are the difficulties? 
Do you have any difficulties when individualising your teaching to 
an individual student? If yes, what are the difficulties? 
Is it a disadvantage if your do not employ blended learning methods 
in your EFL teaching? 
Do you think that your role has been changed when teaching in 
blended learning environments? 
Do your colleagues facilitate your learning? If yes, How/ if no, 
Why not? 
Are your students happy to share their work, materials, ideas, etc. 
with their classmates? 
Do you think that your students consider learning English as 
important? Do they participate in your lessons enthusiastically? 
Do you have any difficulties in communicating with your students 
in English? 
Do you have any difficulties in designing face-to-face and online 
activities for your students to communicate with one another in 
English? 
Do all of your students in your class have computers and Internet 
access to learn English in a blended learning environment? 
Institutional 
factors 
21. What do you know about the university’s purposes, strategies and 
vision of implementing EFL blended learning programs? How did 
you get to know? Did you take part in any of the decision-making 
process? If yes, what did you do? 
22. What has been done related to the implementation of blended 
learning at the university?  
Probe: Are there any guidelines or policies about the 
implementation of EFL blended learning courses? If yes, What? 
Did you receive any training before and during your 
implementation of blended learning method? If yes, What? 
Have you been offered any incentives for implementing blended 
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Sub-categories Interview questions 
learning method?  
What are the benefits and problems of the current implementation 
of blended learning at our university? 
What should be done to improve the implementation of EFL 











1. How is blended learning defined in our university/ faculty? 
Design 
2. How is students’ online learning integrated into teaching and 
learning in face-to-face classes? 
Benefits 
3. Why did the university employ blended learning?  
Probe: Do you think that the implementation has achieved the 
expected purposes? 
Challenges 
4. What are the challenges our students, teachers, and 
administrators encounter when applying blended learning? 
Probe: What support does the university provide for students, 
teachers and administrators to overcome the challenges? 
Have EFL teachers been informed about those things, i.e. 
purposes, benefits, requirements? 
Teachers’ 
practice 
5. How have the teachers utilised blended learning to facilitate 
students’ development of their English ability? 
Probe: Does the university/faculty require teachers to change 
their teaching practice when teaching blended learning courses? 
If Yes, what are the requirements? 
Teachers’ 
knowledge 
6. Do you think teachers have sufficient knowledge to teach in 
blended learning environments? If not, how does the university 
and faculty support teachers to change? 
Factors 
 
7. What factors facilitate or hinder teachers using blended learning? 
8. What has been done related to the implementation of EFL 
blended learning programs at the university?  
Probe: 
 Does the university have a plan for blended learning 
implementation? If yes, what is the plan? Are the teachers 
informed about it?  
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 Does the university have any guidelines for EFL teachers about 
BL implementation? 
 Has there been any investment in technical infrastructure for 
the implementation of blended learning? If yes, what? If no, 
why not? 
 Has the university or faculty conducted any training for 
teachers to enable them to implement blended learning? If yes, 
what are the training sessions about? Why? Are there any more 
training sessions in the future? If yes, what will the sessions be 
about? 
 Does the university or department offer any incentives for 
teaching blended learning courses? 
 Is there any support available for students? Why?/Why not? 
( For executive staff at English department only) 
 Does the department develop new curricula/syllabi for the 
implementation of blended learning? Why? Who takes part in 
developing them? What are the objectives of the new 
curricula/syllabi? Are the teachers informed about the 
objectives? 
 What are the differences between blended learning courses and 
traditional face-to-face courses? What are teachers required to 
do when teaching blended learning courses? Why? 
9. How effective are current practices in comparison with expected 
outcomes? 
10. Will blended methods be employed in education in other 
disciplines? 
11. What will be done to increase the effectiveness of blended 







Appendix E: Service Provider Interview Schedule 
Categories Interview questions  
Definition 1. How do you define the term “blended learning”? 
Design 2. How are online components embedded in English education 
programs at the university? 
Pedagogies 3. What pedagogical strategies did you suggest to the university? 
Benefits 4. What are the benefits of blended learning that you introduced to 
the university? 
5. Probe: Do you think the current implementation of blended 
learning in EFL education program at the university has achieved 
its expected purposes? 
Challenges 6. What difficulties have you faced when providing blended learning 
to the university? 
Teachers’ 
practice  
7. How have the teachers employ blended learning to facilitate 
students’ development of English ability? 
Teachers’ 
knowledge 




9. What cultural factors facilitate or hinder teachers use blended 
learning? 
10. Do you know what has been done relating to the implementation 
of EFL blended learning programs at the university? What are 
your roles in the implementation of blended learning at the 
university? 
Probe: 
 Did you participate in developing the EFL blended learning 
courses at the university? If yes, what did you do? What were 
your objectives when developing the courses? Do you think the 
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Categories Interview questions  
present courses at the university achieve the objectives? 
Why?/Why not? 
 Have you offered teachers at the university any training 
sessions to support their implementation of EFL online courses 
or blended learning courses? If yes, what are the training 
courses about? Why?/ If no, Why not?  
 What support is available for students?  
 Do you intend to carry out any more training sessions in the 
future? If yes, what will the sessions be about? 
 Do you have to solve the problems that arise during the 
implementation of online/blended learning courses at the 
university? What are the problems? What do you do to solve 
them? 
11. Do you think the EFL blended learning courses are being 
implemented effectively at the university? Why?/Why not? 
12. Which factors inhibit or facilitate the effective implementation of 
blended learning courses at the university? 
13. What do you think can be done to improve the implementation of 
EFL blended learning courses at the university? 
 Appendices 319 
Appendix F: Observation notes for face-to-face and LMS 
Observation field notes: For face-to-face class 
Time and date:      Teacher:      Class:   































Explicitly introduce teaching philosophy and expectation of 
students’ roles, emphasising open communication and 
contribution 
  
Encourage students to talk about reasons, expectations and 
concerns about the course/ lesson objectives 
  
Organise small group discussion for students to get 
acquainted and have some mutual understanding of one 
another 
  
Take into consideration students’ affective factors to design 
stimulating learning tasks and encourage students’ learning 
efforts 
  
Explicitly discuss the norms regarding accepted behaviours 
in both face-to-face and online environment: openness, 
































































































































Organise students to work in pairs and groups to practise 
using English for genuine communication 
  
Design pair and group work activities which require students’ 
positive interdependence: individual’s goals can be attained 
when the goals of all members in the group are attained 
  
Explicitly discuss, analyse and demonstrate interpersonal and 
group working skills: communicate ideas clearly, respect 
others, maintain academic focus and manage conflict. 
  





























































Provide students with both positive and error corrective 
feedback with reference to stated objectives, showing 
progress and identifying areas for improvement and how to 
improve 
  
Require students to give constructive feedback to their peers  
  












































































Provide training in self-regulated learning skills 
  
Be explicit about course objectives and enable students to set 
up individual learning goals aligning with course objectives 
  
Be explicit about learning objectives, expected learning 
outcomes, methods and criteria for assessment of individual 
learning tasks 
  
Require students to pay attention to teacher’s feedback to 







































Maximise the use of target language but switch to first 








Part B: Technological tools used 
What technological tools are available in the classroom? …………………………………………………………………………………………… 
Tools used For what teaching content For what pedagogical purposes 
   
   
   
   
   
 













Observation field notes: For LMS monitoring 
Time and date:      Teacher:      Class:   
































Produce an introductory letter or a video clip to 
welcome students and inform them about teaching 
philosophy and expectations of students’ roles. 
  
Create a bio page for students to post image and 
short bios themselves 
  
Encourage students to contact teacher and peers 
using online communication tools 
  
Create Frequently Ask Questions (FAQ) online 
  
Make online contribution and compliance with the 
norms part of course requirement and course grade 
  
Participate in discussion thread, share knowledge and 
beliefs 
  
Respond to students who respond to you   








 Tick if 
observed 























































































































Encourage students to communicate in English using 
asynchronous and synchronous communication tools 
  
Start discussion thread and require students’ 
contribution 
  
Encourage students to share and contribute to peers’ 
writing in target language. 
  
Provide model of successful collaborative work and 
the benefits 
  
Be regularly present online but do not take over the 
































































Utilise automatic assessment tools to provide 
formative feedback and recommended learning 
materials 
  
Use online records and assessment features to gain 
more understanding of students’ learning and provide 
them with individually relevant feedback via 
asynchronous communication tools 
  








 Tick if 
observed 


































































Post course syllabus and objectives on LMS 
  
Encourage students to develop list of individual 
course goals using e-journal and enable them to 
review their list periodically  
  
Demonstrate examples of satisfactory and 
unsatisfactory task performance and encourage 
students’ self-assessment 
  
Provide and analyse examples of self-regulated 
activities 
  
Give students a choice over what, when and how to 



































Require students to reflect on learning experiences 
and take learning preference inventory. Consider 
students’ preferences when designing courses and 
tasks  
  
Provide students with access to a variety of learning 
resources in different modes (printed, audio-visual), 
types (written, spoken) and at different levels and 







Part B: Technological tools used 
What technological features are on the LMS? ……………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
Tools used For what teaching content For what pedagogical purposes 
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